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Abstract 
 
This project is set out to analyse the negotiation of indigeneity. This will be done by unfolding the 
semiotic practices of two organisations that represents indigenous interests in contemporary 
Peruvian politics. It examines the rise of the term indigeneity in international politics through the 
emergence of an international framework and asks to how this has shaped political possibilities for 
the local indigenous organisations to represent the indigenous interests. The analysis shows that the 
indigenous identities and their history are deployed as narratives to position the indigenous 
organisation in the political arena. The main finding is that the field of representation is a space 
where the boundaries of what is associated with the indigenous culture and identity are negotiated. 
The image that appears is that indigenous peoples are characterised by being culturally distinct from 
the rest of society, being closely attached to territory, and have a history of marginalisation and 
oppression. The point of departure of this study is a controversial agreement between the Peruvian 
indigenous organisation AIDESEP and the Brazilian oil company PetroBras, which made the 
negotiation of indigeneity visible.  
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List of Abbreviations 
 
AIDESEP: Associacion Interetnica de Desarollo de la Selva Peruano (Interethnic Association 
of Development of the Peruvian Jungle) 
CCP: Confederacion Campesina del Perú (Confederation of peasants of Peru) 
CNA: Confederacion National Agraria (National Agrarian Confederation) 
CONACAMI: Confederacion Nacional de Comunidades del Peru Afectadas por la Mineria 
(National Confederation of Peruvian Communities Affected by Mining)  
CONAP: Confederacion de Nacionalidades Amazonicos del Peru (Confederation of Amazo-
nian Nacionalities of Peru) 
CORPI-SL: Coordinadora Regional de los Pueblos Indigenas de San Lorenzo (Regional co-
ordinator of the indigenous peoples of San Lorenzo) 
FENAMAD: Federacion Nativa del Río Madre de Dios y Afluentes (Native federation of the 
River Madre de Dios and Afluentes) 
IBIS: International Bistand, International Solidaritet (International Aid, International Soli-
darity) 
ILO: International Labour Organisation 
IWGIA: International World Group on Indigenous Affairs 
NGO: Non Governmental Organisation  
ONAMIAP: The National Indigenous Women’s Organisation (Organisacion Nacional de 
Mujeres indigenas andinas y amazonicos del Peru) 
ORPIAN-P: Organización Regional de Pueblos Indígenas de la Amazonía Norte del Perú 
(Regional organisation of the indigenous peoples of the Northern Peruvian Amazon) 
REDD: Reducing Emmissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation 
UN: United Nations 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
In Peru, as in many other Latin American countries, conflicts between indigenous peoples’ 
organisations and private oil and mining companies are plentiful. The indigenous peoples ex-
perience the oil and mining companies in the Amazon territory as a threat to their rights and 
their distinctive way of living. Therefore the conflicts most often concern struggles over terri-
tory, the use of natural resources and contamination of water and land. The underlying prob-
lems in these conflicts are often described as due to ‘democratic deficits’ (Birgitte Feiring 
2012), as the indigenous peoples are characterised as marginalised, vulnerable and distant 
from the decision-making processes (Nancy G. Postero & Leon Zamosc 2004). 
 
These issues have been on the international agenda for decades, especially since the birth of 
the International World Group on Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA) in 19681 and other similar 
organisations, whom have been researching these matters and trying to spread Human Rights 
to the reach of indigenous peoples. The vulnerability and marginalisation of the native com-
munities was also the motive for the establishment of the International Labour Organisation 
(ILO) convention and United Nations (UN) declarations that was set out as instruments for 
the indigenous peoples to be included in the Human Rights framework (ILO 2010). The inter-
national attention on the rights of indigenous peoples has helped indigenous organisations to 
rise in Latin America (Brysk 1996). The rights of the indigenous peoples are claimed in the 
name of being of a certain ethnic group. If a group of people self-identify as indigenous they 
can claim the indigenous rights within the Human Rights framework. 
 
Many Latin American states, including Peru, have modified their constitutions, in accordance 
with the international indigenous rights, and recognised the multiethnic character of their 
populations. We can thus identify a certain degree of inclusion in decision-making and a 
higher degree of recognition in recent years, at least on paper. Indigenous peoples’ organisa-
tions have emerged to represent the indigenous peoples in Peruvian politics. These organisa-
tions are set out to give the indigenous peoples a voice and to represent their interests at 
                                                
1 The ILO Convention concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries entried into force the 
5th of September 1991. The UN declaration of human rights of Indigenous Peoples dates back to 2007. IWGIA 
formed in 1968 (IWGIA 2009: 9, “IWGIA a history”) 
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national and international political level. In other words, they seek to facilitate a democratic 
inclusion of the indigenous peoples in decision-making processes. On the Peruvian national 
level the most significant organisations are AIDESEP2 and CONAP3, these two organisations 
both represent a range of different indigenous communities from the Peruvian Amazon. They 
all share the same objective, namely: securing the collective rights of the indigenous peoples. 
Though they have, first and foremost, been created as interest organisations, building on vi-
sions to protect the culture and livelihood of the native communities (aidesep.org.pe; 
conap.org.pe). The perhaps most historically influential organisation is AIDESEP, being the 
oldest and largest in number of members (Greene 2006), considers the state as ignorant and in 
strong alliance with the private corporations, as expressed in several statements and features 
published by AIDESEP during the last three to four years (AIDESEP2012a+b; Pacto de uni-
dad 2012; Servindi 2012k). 
 
The AIDESEP – PetroBras Agreement 
In the light of the above-mentioned issues it is striking that AIDESEP in July 2012 made an 
agreement with the Brazilian based oil company PetroBras - an agreement that could be said 
to be a deal with the enemy. It is a collaboration aiming at maintaining a harmonious relation-
ship between the indigenous communities and the private oil company, to avoid conflicts and 
secure the “(…) normal development of the activities of both parts” (AIDESEP-PetroBras 
2012). AIDESEP receives around 77.000 dollars to finance a range of workshops for their 
members, and they repay by giving PetroBras opportunities to let the company do their busi-
ness in the Amazon exempting them from complaints from the indigenous communities (arti-
cle 7, AIDESEP-PetroBras 2012). The new approach of AIDESEP has opened up the debate 
about what is correct and what is less correct to do for representatives and protagonists of 
indigenous peoples. The agreement has caused some polemics within the network of Peruvian 
debaters and local federations of AIDESEP, some stating that they pull back the confidence to 
AIDESEP and that they want a replacement of the board (CORPI-SL 2012).  
 
This seemingly surprising turn of AIDESEP calls for academic investigation. Not only be-
cause the agreement is a new political strategy of an organisation that has previously opposed 
                                                
2 Associacion Interetnica de Desarollo de la Selva Peruano (Interethnic Association of Development of the Peru-
vian Jungle) 
3 Confederacion de Nacionalidades Amazonicos del Peru (Confederation of Amazonian Nacionalities of Peru) 
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these types of private corporations and their activities, but also because it opens up a broader 
discussions of representation of- and perceptions about indigeneity. Some immediate ques-
tions are: Is this a breach with our conventional way of understanding indigeneity? What is 
this agreement a sign of? How can we explain this type of indigenous representation of inter-
est? Maybe the indigenous interests are not represented by AIDESEP or maybe their interests 
are changing?  
 
Problem Field 
The aim of this study is to make sense of indigeneity, in light of the current change in in-
digenous representation in Peru. When we initially started to dig into the issues of indigenous 
peoples, it seemed to be a straightforward struggle between indigenous peoples’ interests 
against the Peruvian state and oil- and mining corporation. But giving it closer scrutiny it is 
clear that the dynamics are much more complicated than as such. We will study the practises 
of claiming rights in the name of being a certain ethnic group4. Furthermore, and more par-
ticularly, we intent to analyse how these constructions are shaped and modified through the 
interrelation with the transnational and national levels and what this means for the representa-
tion of indigenous interests. Thus, we want to know how the certain meanings and practices 
of indigeneity have been constructed and how it is deployed and negotiated in the contempo-
rary debates among representatives of indigenous peoples. The study will contribute to aca-
demia with pointing at how collective identity becomes visible and negotiated in the politics 
of representation, and which transnational dynamics and discourses are at stake in this pro-
cess. We will do this through a case study of indigenous representation Peruvian Amazon. 
 
We will research indigeneity in Peru by looking at how an international legal framework and 
expert knowledge on indigenous affairs have taken part in the formation of indigenous repre-
sentation. Furthermore, we will investigate how local grievances have been institutionalised 
and have become articulated in the representation of interests by political actors working to 
influence national politics in Peru. In this process, we will scrutinise to what extent indigen-
ous identity is deployed as a tool and how certain articulations of how to be “a real indigen-
ous” are expressed/practiced and thought/imagined. To unfold this in today’s politics in Peru, 
we analyse the positions of the two national indigenous organisations AIDESEP and CONAP. 
                                                
4 Though the indigenous peoples of Peru count hundreds of ethnicities, but when addressing themselves to the 
international and national institutions it is as one ethnic group 
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These are the only two national organisations constituted by regional and local federations 
organising the local native communities around Peru. There are other institutions working 
with and for the protection of the rights of indigenous peoples in Peru, which we have not 
included in our analysis. We have chosen to focus on AIDESEP and CONAP, as they are 
considered the two most influential organisations whose legitimacy and existence depends on 
their ability to represent their members. To unfold indigenous meanings and practices we will 
examine responses to the controversial AIDESEP-Petrobras agreement, as well as other 
voices in the current debate in Peru.  
 
Thus, our problem formulation goes: 
 
How are the evolving meanings and practices associated with indigeneity negotiated and de-
ployed in representing indigenous peoples in Peru? 
 
To study this, we will focus on tree cardinal questions that will function as the analytical 
structure of the report: 
 
• How has it become possible to claim Human Rights in the name of being indigenous? 
We will ask this to be able understand the rise of indigeneity in politics and illustrate 
which international discourses have constructed the established definitions of indigen-
ous beings. We will do so by unpacking the politicisation of indigenous peoples and 
the international legal framework of indigenous rights, to understand the framework 
under which the indigenous interests can be represented.  
  
• How has conflicts with the state and private corporations, and transnational alliances 
made it possible to represent indigenous interest in Peru? 
To understand the negotiation and deployment of indigeneity in Peruvian politics we 
need to know how the indigenous struggles have been enframed. We will thus, by 
building on the previous chapter, investigate some Peruvian grievances and conditions 
that have formed how meanings and practices of indigeneity has been established, ar-
ticulated and imagined.  
 
 7 
• How do national indigenous organisations negotiate indigeneity in the field of repre-
senting indigenous rights? 
Lastly we will unfold the current debate in Peruvian indigenous politics, through look-
ing at the two Peruvian organisations AIDESEP and CONAP, that both represent in-
digenous peoples of Peru, to analyse how the meanings and practices are evolving 
within their discursive framework. 
 
Structure of the Report 
We will now proceed to present the structure of this study, in order to facilitate the reading 
and the narrative structure of the report. 
 
Chapter II will be the first analytical chapter, which will focus on how it became possible to 
claim rights in the name of being a certain ethnic group. More precisely, we will trace back 
the concept of indigeneity and identify some significant influences from the international 
community in the development of the concept. We will pay special attention to IWGIA as an 
expert organisation that has been part of the process of establishing a certain understanding of 
indigeneity. In continuation hereof we will present the established definitions of indigenous 
peoples to understand on what basis groups can claim rights by belonging to a certain group. 
We will do this to study the construction of indigenous peoples as a category in international 
discourses and how this construction has helped the indigenous peoples to seek participation 
and self-determination.  
 
Chapter III will answer the second cardinal question. In this chapter we look at the contextual 
conditions in Peru that have been forming the continuity of being indigenous, and most im-
portantly, we will look at how this continuity is a part of the package of indigenous interests. 
We will focus on how different types of state violence have influenced these processes, and 
how today violent events are experienced in conjunction with private companies’ “intrusion”, 
to exploit natural resources. We cannot provide the full picture of indigenous grievances, but 
we will point to some events that should present a picture of how the grievances of the in-
digenous peoples are articulated as a part of their political project. 
 
 8 
Chapter IV will focus more specifically on who represents indigenous peoples and the ways 
in which their interests are represented. We will present AIDESEP and CONAP and their po-
sitioning in the discourses of indigeneity. We will present their strategies and show their rhet-
oric in relation to the recent agreement with PetroBras as well as other episodes that we find 
relevant. Furthermore we will study how these different actors are contesting in the field of 
indigenous representation. Chapter IV will thus answer the third and last cardinal question 
and lead up to a broader discussion. 
 
Chapter V will connect the three previous analytical chapters and discuss how we can make 
sense of ethnic politics and the representation of being indigenous in the light of the current 
events in Peru. We will ask to which implications these contests over representation have on 
the negotiations of ‘being indigenous’ in a Peruvian-Amazonian context. Furthermore, we 
will present some perspectives that could be used for further studies of indigeneity. 
 
Chapter VI will make the last short conclusive remarks. We will sum up the main findings 
from each of the analytical chapters and the discussion, and utilise them to answer the prob-
lem formulation. 
 
Before starting our analytical chapters, we will in the following shortly outline the material 
we have collected and how we will analyse this material in our analysis. This clarification will 
include an explanation of our theoretical viewpoints in relation to certain concepts that are 
crosscutting the analysis. 
 
Methodology  
The literature used in the study is of different character. We deploy several articles by authors 
that have worked with the topic of indigenous peoples and organizations in Latin America and 
Peru, some based on many years of fieldwork. Some texts are published as part of a book on 
the topic; others are published in magazines or journals. Our primary material for the analysis 
on the negotiation of indigeneity in Peru has been articles, statements and features published 
on the communication platform Servindi.org. Furthermore we have interviewed Alejandro 
Parallada from IWGIA, which has had different functions for our study. In connection hereof 
we will also present a conference that we attended.  
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But firstly we will present how we have used the articles and documents found through the 
communication platform Servindi, which has been a window for viewing the contesting field 
of indigenous representation. 
 
Servindi: A Window for Representation  
To map out the different positions of the Peruvian indigenous organizations and to analyse the 
positioning of these in light of the recent agreement between PetroBras and AIDESEP we 
deploy a range of news articles published on the communication platform Servindi.org. As 
Servindi describes themselves, they work “(…) to strengthen the protagonist role of indigen-
ous peoples and communities and their representative organizations through the dissemina-
tion of their problems, actions, proposals and the indigenous agenda at local, national, re-
gional and global levels”5 (servindi.org). It is a Peruvian based communication platform that 
publishes news about indigenous affairs in Latin America, with the aim of strengthening the 
conditions of the indigenous communities throughout the region. The documents from Ser-
vindi will be used to view how different discourses are positioned in regards to the representa-
tion of indigenous peoples. To find the relevant articles for our study we have been searching 
for articles about AIDESEP, CONAP, the agreement between AIDESEP and PetroBras as 
well as articles that were published during and after the regulation of ‘the Law of Prior Con-
sultation’. Each of the articles has links to other associated articles, which has been helpful to 
find relevant articles on different topics. Through links on Servindi we have also encountered 
the formal documents published by the local indigenous organizations, such as the statements 
of FENAMAD6, CORPI-SL7 and CCP8 as well as the document from AIDESEP about the 
“Plan of a rich life”9, and the aforementioned contract of collaboration signed by AIDESEP 
and PetroBras. When reading the articles and statements we have focussed on the rhetoric of 
the different positions of the organisations, and how they placed themselves in relation and 
opposition to other actors. We did not consider the documents as ‘resources’ that can give us 
                                                
5 ”fortalecer el protagonismo de los pueblos y comunidades indígenas, así como sus organizaciones 
representativas a través de la difusión de sus problemas, acciones, propuestas y la agenda indígena local, 
nacional, regional y mundial” 
6 Federacion Nativa del Río Madre de Dios y Afluentes (Native federation of the River Madre de Dios and 
Afluentes) 
7 Coordinadora Regional de los Pueblos Indigenas de San Lorenzo (Regional coordinator of the indigenous 
peoples of San Lorenzo)  
8 Confederacion Campesina del Perú (Confederation of peasants of Peru) 
9 Plan de la Vida Plena (AIDESEP 2012a+b) 
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a picture of how a certain phenomena really is, rather we will consider them as ‘topics’ that 
give us some information and perspectives on a given topic, or position in a debate (Nanna 
Mik-Meyer 2005). We analyse the information of documents as produced and perceived 
within a social context. Texts, signs and discourses can therefore not be dislodged from its 
context, thus, the document can never be something in itself, and it has no significance before 
it is given a meaning as it enters into a social situation (ibid.). This means that we will look 
not look at whether the agreement is a good representation of indigenous interests, but rather 
we will look at how certain meanings and practices are deployed in the field of indigenous 
representation.  Furthermore, this is why we find it interesting to unfold the debates on the 
recent agreement. 
 
We would like to make clear that all the documents from Servindi, as well as the formal 
documents published by the different organisations, are in Spanish. We have made the trans-
lations ourselves, and we will continually write the original Spanish text in footnotes, when 
we make direct quotations. Furthermore, most of the articles have been published in Novem-
ber and December 2012, that is to say, while we have been writing the analysis. 
 
Into the Field: Expert Interviewing & a Conference 
We got familiar with the Servindi website through Alejandro Parallada from IWGIA whom 
we interviewed in the beginning of November 2012. He mentioned the agreement between 
PetroBras and AIDESEP and told us, that the debate within the indigenous movement in Peru 
takes place on Servindi.org. The interview woke our curiosity, and when investigating the 
website it was obvious that it could provide us with plentiful of features and positions that 
could work as a contribution to our analysis of the indigenous organizations in Peru, and in 
particular the ways in which indigenous representation is contested and negotiated.  
 
We made the interview with Alejandro Parallada in the initial phase of this project-report. At 
that time our focus of study was not very clear-cut, we were interested in the struggle between 
the Awajun and Wampis peoples and a Canadian mining company. This founded the point of 
departure before the interview. However, we also wanted to get some more general inputs 
from Parallada to get a better understanding of IWGIA’s work with indigenous peoples in 
Peru, and a better understanding in general. We opened the unstructured interview by asking 
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to the history of IWGIA and their engagement in Peru. The interview worked as an entrance 
to the field, as Parallada made us aware of the recent agreement and by that introduced us to 
an empirical puzzling example, which we found worthwhile studying. He pointed out the shift 
in strategy by AIDESEP, which he clearly found very problematic.  
 
Further the interview also serves as an expert-interview, since it portrays some of the transna-
tional influences on the making of indigenous representation. He is an expert on the topic of 
indigenous peoples in Latin America, and he is deeply engaged in their situation (as he told 
us, he was in Peru as recent as in August 2012 (Parallada 2012)). Moreover he represents 
IWGIA, which is an organisation that has had a huge influence on the construction of the per-
ception of indigeneity at international level. He gave us a historical overview of the field, and 
he shared his considerations and preoccupations about the Peruvian indigenous peoples with 
us. He presents a position and an interpretation of the social reality – a position that we find 
essential when studying the making of indigenous representation. Even though the interview 
material in itself does not take up much space in our analysis, the interview has had a huge 
influence on our study. Especially when considering the fact that Parallada addressed the is-
sue with AIDESEP as stepping out of their “usual role” as protagonists of the indigenous op-
position in Peru. We would like to express our gratitude for his enormous help.   
 
Prior to the interview we participated in a conference the eight of November 2012 at ‘Borup 
Højskole’ in Copenhagen named: ‘Not Seeing the Forest and People for the Carbon’. The 
conference was arranged by IWGIA and IBIS10 and concerned a discussion on the UN pro-
gramme REDD+ and what consequences similar programmes have on indigenous communi-
ties. The panel of debaters varied from a representative from the World Bank, NGO employ-
ees, to representatives from indigenous organisations and many more. We attended this con-
ference with an open mind and used it mainly as a way to get into the field of international 
discourses on the subject. We wanted to know the rhetoric of the different actors and the 
views of these on indigenous issues. In our analysis we will mainly use the presentation of 
Birgitte Feiring, a Danish anthropologist and a consultant on indigenous peoples’ rights. We 
use her presentation as an example of how Human Rights of indigenous people are interpreted 
from the view of the international community. We took notes from the conference and re-
                                                
10 Link to the invitation to the conference: http://www.ibis.dk/mforum/arr.php?mode=read&id=796  
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ceived slides from the PowerPoint presentations, which we have used mostly as background 
knowledge.  
 
We have thus been through a process were our material has guided the direction of the report. 
The AIDESEP – PetroBras agreement has, as an example of an empirical puzzle, been our 
point of departure. It is important to make clear that we do not intent to analyse the agreement 
as such, but rather we view the agreement as something new. This agreement opens up for a 
range of associated questions, which is what we intend to make scientific sense of. Now we 
will briefly consider our position within the field of Global Studies, and after that, present our 
theoretical stands in relation to four concepts we find important to clarify as they are under-
lying concepts across the analytical chapters. 
 
The Relevance of the Study in Global Studies 
The practices of AIDESEP and the indigenous movement in Latin America and the relation to 
globalisation can be viewed and analysed from various positions (for a broad discussion on 
the connection between globalisation and culture see Cohen & Kennedy 2007: chapter 2). 
One could view this as a homogenization of the world, i.e. by the spread of Western demo-
cratic rationalities to other areas of the world, what could be coined as the spread of a mono-
culture (Sachs 1992 in Cohen & Kennedy 2007: chapter 22). One could also view the “i-
ndigenisation” as being one response to the increase of this cultural homogeneity, meaning 
the appearance of groups of people who choose to turn back to an old culture to confront the 
regimentation of the world’s cultures. It is, however, not the aim of our study to say whether 
our case is an example of a response to globalisation that can be labelled ‘indigenisation’. 
Though, we will point to how features of globalisation are expressed as a threat to the cultural 
survival of the indigenous communities in the Amazon. Thus the project-report will be more 
in line with studies of how international phenomena create local impacts and view globalisa-
tion as processes of hybridisation (Jan Nederveen Pieterse 1995)11. We also point to how cer-
tain international conventions have been established as an effort to diminish the risk of cul-
tural extinction, namely the rights of indigenous peoples to be able to continue their indigen-
ous culture. The rise of transnational politics and their influences on local politics and identity 
formation has been discussed and studied through many angles. Jonathan Friedman (1998) 
                                                
11 For a study on globalisation as hybridisation see i.e. Birgit Meyer (2004). Meyer studies the relation between 
Christianity and ‘traditional’ religion in Africa. 
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has written about transnationalisation and ethnification as expressions of a declining global 
hegemony, where he points to ‘indigenisation’ as being one example. Sidney Tarrow (2002) 
writes about what she calls the ’normative turn’ within transnational politics, where she elabo-
rates how international norms have become important features in shaping political opportuni-
ties for domestic actors living under governments that would otherwise be reluctant to tolerate 
multiculturalism. We will position ourselves with a special focus on the transnational flows 
that have local effects, and further the multiple scales in which local politics are influenced. 
 
Theoretical Viewpoints 
To structure our analysis we need to be aware of with which theoretical lenses we approach 
our collected material. The structure of the analysis will not be based on theoretical concepts. 
Rather, the point of departure will be the empirical puzzling example: the AIDESEP-
PetroBras agreement. Through this we will be guided by our collected material and not theo-
ries. However, in order to make sense of our material, we will in the following clarify how we 
will make use of certain analytical concepts, which will cut across the different analytical 
chapters. This chapter will serve as a clarification of how we analytically will approach the 
underlying concepts of our study. This is important in the process of reading and analysing 
literature on indigeneity, since theoretical viewpoints will make sure that we avoid making 
contradictory arguments, and further, and maybe most importantly, to be aware of the litera-
tures’ positions on this topic in relation to our study. 
 
We have identified four concepts that we find relevant for the study of indigenous representa-
tion. The concepts of culture, ethnicity, belonging and representation will be ongoing themes 
in our study, not as analytical concepts as such, but more as underlying concepts. Indigenous 
peoples are often claiming a certain distinct way of living - a certain culture. One of the main 
objectives of this study is to analyse how these claims have come to be represented and what 
meanings they produce. Thus we will in the following discuss different ways of viewing the 
concepts and argue why our choice of viewpoint is helpful in our analysis and to answer our 
problem formulation. 
 
Culture 
Indigenous struggles are often based on a need to secure distinct cultures. It is therefore essen-
tial for us to describe how we theoretically will view this concept. We view culture as a his-
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torical construction that is constantly reshaped by various actors. To be more specific, we 
approach culture as something that is not a closed unity but has been created in interrelation 
with other cultures and only made meaningful in these interactions. We find Ajun Ap-
padurai’s viewpoint applicable to clarify this point. He argues that globalisation has not ho-
mogenised cultures, instead the transnational flows are adopted in different ways and creates 
various meanings in different contexts (Appadurai 1990). According to Appadurai, cultural 
transactions have been increasing with globalisation. Previously these transactions mostly 
happened through warfare, travellers and mercantilism but have increased through different 
means of interaction. By introducing his ‘scapes’ he distances himself from centre-periphery 
models (e.g. Immanuel Wallerstein, see Cohen & Kennedy 2007: chapter 8). Instead they are 
tools to analyse the different ways in which persons and groups are historically imagined 
(ibid.). This idea is much in line with Benedict Anderson’s (1991) idea of ‘imagined commu-
nities’. Culture is with this understanding constantly modified by different flows and commu-
nities, kinship, friendship and other forms of filiations that become imagined by different 
types of human interaction (Appadurai 1990). This viewpoint is in sharp contrast with i.e. 
Samuel P. Huntington’s understanding of culture. He argued in his article: “The Clash of 
Civilisation” that the major reasons for conflicts in the future between nation states and 
groups within them will be because of colliding differences between civilisations. In short, he 
views civilisations as grounded in certain cultural entities that are defined by certain spaces 
(Huntington 1993). For our study, Huntington’s viewpoint will not be productive, as we in-
tend to find how the term indigeneity became a political identity and how it is represented. 
 
Instead of analysing to what extent the indigenous culture is being destroyed or is declining, 
we will analyse indigeneity with the viewpoint that the meanings of being indigenous is con-
structed and is constantly negotiated by various interactions, i.e. by means of resistance, con-
flicts and alliances. In continuation of Appadurai’s ideas, we argue that culture becomes col-
lectively imagined when it is articulated as in opposition to other cultures. The meanings of 
indigeneity are, with this approach, modifiable as new relations occur and different alliances 
arise. The meanings of indigeneity are thus nothing in itself, but are only meaningful when it 
comes into interactive practice. We find the notion of ‘semiotic practices’ as presented by 
Lisa Weeden (2002) helpful to understand these interactive practices.  She coins semiotic 
practices as a study of analysing, “(…) practices, texts, and images as signs whose meanings 
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are both fixed by conventions and also always at risk—part of overlapping semiotic systems 
open to various interpretations and saturated by complicated, contentious relationships of 
power” (Weeden 2002: 719). With this approach we can study culture, and in this case how 
indigeneity is made meaningful, through analysing the interrelations of agents’ that have 
made up the meanings of indigeneity.  
 
Thus, when we analyse the semiotic practices of the representation of indigenous peoples we 
can analyse it as processes. Further it enables us to view the meanings of being indigenous as 
constantly negotiated and in change by interrelations of various actors. We will, as mentioned 
above, not structure our analysis along these analytical concepts (ethnoscape and semiotic 
practices), but instead we find these viewpoints as productive tools to make sense of our col-
lected material. 
 
Ethnicity & Belonging 
Closely linked to the concept of culture is ethnicity. In line with our theoretical view on cul-
ture, we view ethnicity as an ongoing socially construction and not as something biological 
genetic. This means that ethnicity, or in our case ‘being indigenous’, is not a given facts but is 
made up in social historical productions. This does not mean that people do not really feel 
indigenous, but instead that their imaginations of commonness and belonging to certain 
spaces have been constructed. The concept of belonging is important to understand identity as 
a narrative, as explained by Nira Yuval Davis (2006). She further argues that the meanings of 
being part of a group or ethnicity are based on collective narratives, which are often told by 
emotions of belonging. The narratives are constantly changing and contested. What is most 
relevant in regards to our later analysis is when the ethnicity narratives are utilised in politics. 
The politics of belonging creates ‘them’ and ‘us’ boundaries and creates the aforementioned 
imagination of being part of collective communities (Anderson 1991). For our study this point 
is important to understand how ‘other’ actors are used to construct ethnic collectivity. The 
creation of indigenous beings can thus not be understood without analysing how the senses of 
belonging have become political narratives. Being indigenous is only made meaningful when 
the concept meets its boundaries, which are constructed in contestations with other actors.  
  
The politics of belonging interlinks with Liisa Malkki’s research on the construction of Hutu 
identities among refugees in camps and in townships (Malkki 1992). Along her arguments, 
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we view the construction of indigenous identity as being constructed in dichotomising dis-
courses (she showed that the camp-refugees were regarded as more pure in comparison to the 
refugees living in townships). This means that some indigenous practices can be perceived as 
more ‘pure’ than others in relation to previous indigenous realities. To put it in more relevant 
terms to our study: some ways of practicing indigeneity can be perceived more as ‘real’ than 
other practices. This means that some practices of being indigenous cannot be explained by 
some fundamental cultural facts. Rather, being indigenous is created by putting meanings into 
different practices. This in line with Harald Eidheim’s analysis on Lappish peoples, he argues 
that ‘cultural traits’ between ethnic groups are ethnic labels, which are attached to communi-
ties and individuals and are used in everyday life (Eidheim in Frederik Barth 1970). What it 
means to be Lappish are thus constructed in relation to what it is not, and according to Eid-
heim’s research, the boundaries of what ‘Lappishness’ is, are constructed as different from 
certain Norwegian ‘traits’. 
 
Articulations of differences or other practices of ethnicity are thus ways of making meanings 
and creating boundaries between groups. Boundaries referring back to the boundaries between 
the pure and less pure Hutu, or in Eidheim’s study the boundaries between being Lappish and 
being Norwegian. These meaning-making activities are based on symbols, texts and other 
ways of articulating binaries, which are open for negotiation and change. Frederik Barth ar-
gues that the boundaries are where we can view how ethnic groups identify themselves, which 
helps us to “(…) understand the signalling effects of cultural idioms whereby membership in 
contrasted ethnic groups are made visible and thereby socially effective” (Barth 1999). In 
relation to our study, this gives us the tool to view how ethnicity or ‘to be indigenous’ is most 
visible where binaries are expressed and boundaries drawn. Indigeneity is thus articulated 
when it is in contrast to other ethnic groups, and it is at these boundaries they become collec-
tively imagined.  
 
Representation 
Since we intend to find how indigeneity is represented in the Peruvian context we need to 
consider how we understand representation. We find Josè Antonio Lucero’s elaboration of 
Alexander Wendts’ constitutive theorising helpful. Lucero uses this to analyse how represen-
tation is a double-sided process that is shaped by both national civil society as well as interna-
tional civil society. Lucero coins it this way, “Representation, in this constructivist view, op-
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erates both from “below” (as communities and leaders organize and mobilize) as well as 
from “above” (as elites and transnational opportunity structures shape subjects and their 
political fortunes)” (Lucero 2006: 35). We will not go into depth with the concepts: ‘below’ 
and ‘above’ – that implies a whole discussion on the divisions between boundaries of the state 
and civil society (for a discussion of this see i.e. Huricihan Islamoglu 2001 or Craig Calhoun 
2001). Rather we will use Lucero’s idea to analyse the representation of indigenous interests 
and struggles at scales that encompass the international, the national and the community lev-
els. 
 
The point of scale is important since we intend to analyse how the grievances and experiences 
of the indigenous peoples have developed and have been institutionalised in organisations that 
represent their interests. By utilising a multi-scale approach we can view the institutionalised 
interests of the indigenous peoples as being constructed as authentic and ‘true’ by the in-
digenous peoples. This does not mean that their grievances are not real, what it means ana-
lytically is that we can view ‘truth’ as constructed within the discursive field where power 
operates. Meaning that the field of representing indigenous peoples needs to be viewed as an 
arena where different discourses are constantly negotiating what it means to be indigenous. 
Thomas Bierschenk (2006) researched the particular form of decentralised democracy in 
Benin, and one of his points is that the political arena has been opened up for new actors. We 
will in continuation hereof analyse how it became possible for AIDESEP to enter the political 
arena and negotiate indigenous interests and what it means to be indigenous. The political 
arena will be analysed in relation to the international problematising discourses. The pro-
cesses of problematisation will be utilised to analyse how the ways of being indigenous have 
been problematised in international discourses and through this have created a political field 
where the cultures of indigenous peoples are understood as in danger and in need of political 
intervention. Political intervention, in this case, refers to certain instruments that have been 
created for indigenous peoples to be included in politics and represent their interests in order 
to secure their distinctive way of being. 
 
Connecting the Viewpoints 
We could identify other underlying concepts, such as political capital, power and knowledge, 
which could also be relevant. However, we find that the concepts of culture, ethnicity & be-
 18 
longing and representation are relevant in all of the three analytical chapters (chapter II, III 
and IV) and the discussion (chapter V). With this constructivist view we will be able to ana-
lyse the indigenous representation as constructed in various inter-relations. We could have 
studied their struggles as a natural development of a clash between two ideologies (i.e. natural 
resource extraction vs. the indigenous livelihoods), but instead we view such clashes as ways 
of constructing ethnic boundaries or, to put it differently: to create collective identities. In this 
sense we can view how images of being indigenous have come to be constructed as common 
sense and what this means for the ways in which the indigenous peoples are represented as a 
distinct ethnic group. What this entails more specifically for our study is that we can, instead 
of viewing the agreement between AIDESEP and PetroBras as an anomaly or an inherent 
wrong representation, analyse how, first of all AIDESEP has come to be a representative of 
indigenous peoples. Further we can also analyse why the AIDESEP – PertroBras pact is 
highly debated without taking a normative stand. This means that we will not judge whether 
the agreement is good or bad, rather we will analyse what these types of agreements mean for 
the representation of the indigenous peoples in the Peruvian context, and what we can con-
clude from this in general. 
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Chapter II: The Rise of Indigenous Politics  
This first analytical chapter shall approach the way indigenous peoples have been defined in 
international discourses. We will study the ways in which indigenous peoples’ issues are en-
framed and the way they are supported by the international legal framework. We will do this 
by unpacking some historical events and problems that have defined the indigenous peoples’ 
struggles. Firstly, we will broadly introduce some of the dynamics, processes and develop-
ments that the concept of indigenous peoples has gone through. This will be followed by an 
analysis of how international expert organisations have helped shape the ways in which the 
concept is understood today. In continuation hereof, we will proceed with an investigation of 
how the indigenous peoples’ problems have been enframed within an international legal Hu-
man Rights framework. We study this from the viewpoint that documents such as conventions 
human rights and written elaborations of definitions have a regulating effect on the actors. 
The certain ways of formulating phenomena (as ‘indigenous’ or ‘indigeneity’) in a document 
form certain ways of imagining and thinking about the phenomena. Though this is not hap-
pening as an isolated one-way process; the local situations and the indigenous peoples’ per-
ceptions have also formed the way the conventions were thought in the first place. Lastly, it 
should be noticed that whilst we argue that the framework has a regulating effect, one should 
have in mind that the way the framework is internalised cannot be reduced to the wordings of 
the framework. Instead, the meanings stemming from the framework become socially effec-
tive when they are utilised by the indigenous representatives. We cannot from this state how 
the meanings are internalised by the individuals. However the framework produces meanings 
and practices which the indigenous individual cannot ‘escape’. 
 
An Introduction to the Concept of Indigenous Peoples 
We will start out with a clarification of the concept and on the basis of this we will analyse 
how this understanding has been constructed. The concept ‘indigenous peoples’ is a relatively 
new term, but has in few decades grown to become well established. We can go to the Greek 
history, where indigenous means: “(...) "born in side," with the connotation in classical Greek 
of being born "inside the house." Thus, both notions inspire similar discourses on the need to 
safeguard "ancestral lands" against "strangers" who "soil" this patrimony, as well as on the 
right of first-comers to special protection against later immigrants” (Ceuppers & Gershierre 
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2005: 386). As we shall see in the following the Greek history carries some meaning in the 
way indigenous peoples are understood today   
 
In Latin America, the concept came on the political agenda in the post World War II (WWII) 
era, and in the 50’s and 60’s it gained a more predominant position for policy-makers (Donna 
Lee Van Cott: 1994). Ronald Niezen argues that the term gained academic as well as popular 
momentum in the 80’s when the concept (...) attained ever-widening circulation, to the point 
where it is no longer a specialised legal term but is recognised by a lay audience (Niezen 
2003: 3). The concept can, in this sense, be said to have reached a point where it is broadly 
understood with implicit meanings. Equally noteworthy is the way indigenous peoples have 
come to be understood as an identity, not simply a legal term, but it connotes a whole range of 
perceptions of human practices, or to phrase it more precisely: it refers to a distinct way of 
being (ibid.). 
 
As a consequence, and ironically enough, the indigenous identity thus encompasses other 
peoples under the same category – from the aboriginals in Australia to the Maasai in Kenya, 
and in our case the various Andean and Amazonian peoples of Peru. In other words the in-
digenous identity cannot be said to be a stable given fact, but rather a classifications of peo-
ples by means of creating, or imagining, cultural differences. This is not to say that indigen-
ous peoples do not exist, but rather to point out, in line with Jerome Levi & Biorn Maybury-
Lewis’s argument, that (…) indigenous identity arises contextually as part of a series of 
nested dichotomizations in relation to the social distance between oneself and one‘s interlocu-
tors (Levi & Maybury-Lewis 2011: 4). Meaning that, the indigenous identities are the one 
side distinguished from the rest of society, and on the other encompass other indigenous peo-
ples under the same category. For now, it is important to keep in mind that the concept is well 
established and connotes certain practices, while simultaneously being broadly inclusive and 
at the same time a concept that entails a differentiation from the rest of society. 
 
In terms of perceptions and connotations, the concept is closely linked to colonialism. In 
South America, the Spanish invasion of the Americas has played a crucial part in the con-
struction of the concept. The history of “(…) various formal attempts at cultural destruction” 
(Niezen 2003: 5) that colonialism also produced has shaped the identification of indigenous 
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peoples, in terms of forced settlement, marginalisation and the like. Thus, indigenous peoples 
are closely linked to a people who have occupied a territory for immemorial times, have been 
object to brutal treatment and have survived the destructive practice of the colonisers (ibid.). 
In continuation, the concept thus includes an idea of continuity understood as a generational 
connection between past, presence and future. To put it more precisely, the ways in which the 
concept is understood today is constructed on the idea that indigenous peoples are connected 
to the events (and the territories (André Béteillé 1998)) of their ancestors and that the survival 
of future indigenous peoples is dependent on present events. It is important to notice that the 
use of the word does not originate from the colonial times, but rather that the way we under-
stand indigenous peoples today is closely linked to this era.  
 
As mentioned above, ‘indigenous peoples’ assemblies a picture of the marginalised, vulnera-
ble and repressive peoples. However, this has not always been the case. The way indigenous 
peoples have been referred to and represented in academic and popular writing has changed 
during its relatively short lifetime. Béteillé makes this point, by arguing that the political cor-
rectness has transformed from talking of a country’s ‘tribal population’ to its’ ‘indigenous 
people’ (Béteillé 1998). Further, he observes that the characteristics of indigenous peoples 
have developed from being described as ‘primitive’ to ‘disadvantaged’ (ibid.). This shows 
that the concept is dynamic, ever changing and highly contested. In this regard, the plural ‘s’ 
in indigenous peoples has been included in the concept after many years of discussion at 
international level on whether indigenous peoples should be spelled with or without the last 
‘s’ (Birgitte Feiring 2012). This shows that the rhetoric, discourse and meaning of indigenous 
peoples have been contested for decades in international discourses. 
 
From the preliminary observations above, our point of departure will be from the viewpoint 
that the concept is produced in vibrant and dynamic processes, and to gain a better under-
standing of these processes we have to approach the concept as a global phenomenon. This 
will be done in the following through analysing the discursive contributions from interna-
tional expert organisations, with a special focus on IWGIA. 
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IWGIA & Expert Knowledge 
To understand how it became possible for the indigenous peoples’ organisations to represent 
certain interest, we shall in the following point attention to the role of international expert 
knowledge. One of the most influential international contributors in putting the issues of the 
indigenous peoples on the political agenda is IWGIA. The organisation was created in 1968 
by, predominantly, Scandinavian anthropologists whom reported and documented the situa-
tion of tribal and indigenous peoples around the globe. The focus of IWGIA was from the 
beginning on Latin America, and initially the Ache peoples of Paraguay, who at that time suf-
fered genocide, as Parallada explains (Alejandro Parallada 2012). From the beginning the 
organisations’ primary mission was to document the events of the indigenous peoples’ issues 
and report it to the public and political spheres in Europe. In the following years similar or-
ganisations emerged, among the more influential can be mentioned: ‘Primitive Peoples Fund 
from 1969 (which changed name to Survival International in 1971), Netherlands Centre for 
Indigenous Peoples from 1969 and ‘Cultural Survival’ from 1972 (Dahl 2009). 
 
These organisations problematised the conditions of indigenous peoples based on scientific 
field observations, and in this process they accomplished to raise political awareness on the 
matters. Consequently a field of unsolved political issues arose, which needed international 
and national attention and policies. Throughout the 70’s these organisations pushed the in-
digenous problems to the international political agenda. Thus, the functions of these organisa-
tions were from the beginning to raise political awareness and change the livelihood for a part 
of the population situated in ‘foreign’ territories. And as the director of Survival International 
explains in an interview with the anthropologist Sita Venkateswar, the aim of changing poli-
tics at a distance has had results: “(...) it changes governments, of course it does – I mean in 
the twenties there were still people riding out and shooting Aboriginals in Australia – that is 
changed. In the sixties there were people dropping sticks of dynamite out of aeroplanes in 
Brazil that has changed.” (Stephen Corry in Sita Venkateswar 2011: 201). He continues by 
stating that improving the lives of the indigenous peoples should happen through changing 
national politics. This is sought to be done by “(...) not talking to the academics, or even to 
governments, it’s talking to the person on the street – and because that is the way we think 
that in the long term, change – permanent change – can be affected” Ibid). The point here is 
that the strategy for political change, is to raise public awareness and changing peoples’ atti-
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tudes of mind. This is also the ‘strategy’ of IWGIA (Dahl 2009; Parallada 2012). It has to be 
mentioned that there is an internal debate among anthropologist and in anthropological writ-
ings about the role of anthropologists. Some argue that the experts working in organisations 
such as IWGIA are more than academics and that: ”In some cases, these intellectuals have 
created their own research centres, publishing houses, and transnational networks. They are 
activists as well as scholars” (Warren & Jackson 2002: 3). For the study at hand, it is import-
ant to understand how scientific discourses, in particular from anthropological publications, 
have influenced the problematisation of indigenous peoples’ realities, which has created a 
political space that called for a set of rights targeted towards indigenous peoples. 
 
It was not until the 90’s that the focus of IWGIA shifted from first and foremost documenting 
the situation of the indigenous peoples to the European audience towards empowerment and 
self-development of the indigenous peoples (Dahl 2009). In this period, IWGIA got increas-
ingly involved in development practices, particularly land-titling projects (Parallada 2012)12. 
This shift has to be seen in the light of the development of the international legal framework 
for indigenous peoples established in the late 80’s and early 90’s. Along with a rapid growth 
of indigenous peoples’ movements, IWGIA, as well as other similar organisations, started to 
focus more on supporting these community based movements (Dahl 2009). In other words the 
politicisation of indigenous peoples has been highly influenced by expert organisations as i.e. 
IWGIA. This is not to say that these organisations alone have shaped the ways in which in-
digenous peoples’ political organisations were created, but rather that the problematisation of 
local realities have politicised indigenous identities, and put the realities of indigenous peo-
ples on the international agenda. Whilst the international actors’ scientific discourses and 
practices have shaped the possibilities of representing indigenous peoples’ interests, the 
events of the indigenous peoples have as well shaped the development of IWGIA and organi-
sations alike.  
 
The realities of the vulnerable, marginalised repressed indigenous peoples around the globe 
called for international instruments that could ‘save’ the indigenous ways of being. The inter-
national project to help the indigenous peoples to be included in decision-making should not 
be seen as a process that only interplayed between the indigenous peoples movements and 
                                                
12 Land-titling projects and their connections to indigenous peoples will be analysed in the chapter III, in the 
section on “Land-titling & Belonging” 
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what can be labelled ‘expert organisations’. Rather we have to broaden our scope to include 
Human Rights organisations and especially the United Nation agencies: “Once the first in-
digenous organizations had found a breach in the walls of the United Nations, IWGIA started 
to be directly involved in human rights activities and, when the political climate made it pos-
sible, IWGIA became involved in project activities” (Dahl 2009: 104). The rise of indigenous 
politics thus needs to be viewed in the light of the development of the international Human 
Rights framework. 
 
The Legal Framework: ILO Convention & the UN Declaration  
IWGIA and similar organisations did not invent the concept indigenous peoples nor did they 
alone politicise the term indigenous, these constructions were influenced by a multitude of 
actors. We shall therefore in the following direct attention to the ILO and UN, and the official 
definitions of indigenous peoples these organisations have produced. In the light of the in-
creasing focus on indigenous issues, which IWGIA contributed to, the international com-
munity created an international framework that could help change the realities of the indigen-
ous peoples. To do so the ILO and UN needed to know the specific issues of the indigenous 
peoples, who they were and what their situations were like, in detail. We will in the following 
show the different definitions that came out of the objectification of the indigenous realities. 
 
We would like to stress that the definitions as articulated by ILO and UN do not stand neutral 
and uncontested, but are constantly (re)negotiated. These definitions are important in under-
standing how it became possible for the indigenous peoples to form organisations that can 
address political issues to the state and to the international community. Further, the definitions 
also give us the view of how the indigenous identity has developed to be an instrument for 
claiming certain rights. In the following we will present an overview of the development of 
the definitions that today stand as a ground pillar for indigenous peoples’ possibilities to be 
recognised in politics and enframe their struggles and interests. 
 
Niezen argues that ILO was involved in indigenous issues since the organisation was formed 
in 1921 (Niezen 2003). However, the word indigenous did not occur in their documents from 
the beginning. It was not until after World War II in the stream of humanitarianism that the 
word occurred. In 1952 ILO published a study entitled: ‘Indigenous Peoples’ (ibid.), and 
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along these lines UN included the Human Rights as one of its’ basic aims in 1945 (UN 
Charter 1945). One of the first definitions of indigenous peoples can be found in the ILO con-
vention 107 from 1952: 
“This convention applies to (...) members of tribal or semi-tribal populations in independent 
countries which are regarded as indigenous on account of their descent from the populations 
which inhabited the country, or a geographical region to which the country belongs, at the 
time of conquest or colonisation and which, irrespective of their legal status, live more in 
conformity with the social, economic and cultural institutions of that time than with the insti-
tutions of the nation to which they belong” (ILO 1957: 2). 
This was ten years before the birth of IWGIA, a time when there was a growing concern 
among a wide range of international actors for indigenous peoples in this period. In the 60’s 
and 70’s the Human Rights embraced the ‘indigenous world’, in 1960 the word self-
determination arose as a right when UN adopted the ‘Declaration on the Granting of Inde-
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples’ (Elsa Stamatopoulou 1994). It thus became a 
right to determine ones’ own development, a right specifically directed towards indigenous 
peoples.  
 
Self-determination was in fact one of the focal points in the study: ‘Study of the Problem of 
Discrimination Against Indigenous Populations’, which was led by Jose R. Martinez Cobo 
beginning in 1970. After thirteen years and extensive research on the problems Cobo and his 
team of researchers published their findings. It was a huge step for a closer relationship, at 
least formally, between indigenous peoples and the international community (Ibid.). The out-
comes of the Cobo led working group have shaped standard references within UN and the 
international community in general (Victoria Tauli-Corpuz 2008), which is why we cite the 
rather extensive following definition: 
“Indigenous communities, peoples and nations are those which, having a historical continuity 
with pre-invasion, pre-colonial societies that developed on their territories, consider them-
selves distinct from other sectors of the societies now prevailing in those territories or parts 
of them. They form at present non-dominant sectors of the society and are determined to pre-
serve, develop and transmit to future generations their ancestral territories, and their ethnic 
identity, as the basis of their continued existence as peoples, in accordance with their own 
cultural patterns, social institutions and legal systems”  (UN 1983: Paragraph 379). 
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As a culmination of the research groups’ findings, ILO created the legally binding Convention 
169 in 1989, which included the essence of the above-cited definition. The way in which the 
convention articulates who indigenous peoples are can be reduced to 1) distinctiveness from 
the rest of the society, 2) belongingness to the territories in which they live, 3) determinedness 
for their own cultural, economic and political development, and 4) self-identification as in-
digenous. The definitions goes as following: 
”1. This Convention applies to: 
(a) tribal peoples in independent countries whose social, cultural and economic conditions 
distinguish them from other sections of the national community, and whose status is regulated 
wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions or by special laws or regulations; 
(b) peoples in independent countries who are regarded as indigenous on account of their de-
scent from the populations which inhabited the country, or a geographical region to which 
the country belongs, at the time of conquest or colonization or the establishment of present 
state boundaries and who, irrespective of their legal status, retain some or all of their own 
social, economic, cultural and political institutions. 
2. Self-identification as indigenous or tribal shall be regarded as a fundamental criterion for 
determining the groups to which the provisions of this Convention apply (…)” (ILO 169). 
 
These definitions have become the established definition of indigenous peoples and can be 
found across a number of international organisations and institutions, from NGOs to the 
World Bank13. Furthermore the convention has been ratified by twenty-two nation states, 
mostly Central and South American states, among them Peru that ratified it in 1993 (Feiring 
2012; Dean 2002). The central point to notice here is that Cobo and his team of researchers 
has, by their objectification and definition of indigenous peoples, created the established way 
to view: their struggles, who they are, and what they need. The objectification was further 
                                                
13 For definitions see i.e.: World Bank: 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTPOLICIES/EXTOPMANUAL/0,,contentMD
K:20553653~menuPK:4564187~pagePK:64709096~piPK:64709108~theSitePK:502184~isCURL:Y,00.html, 
UNDP:http://www.undp.org/content/dam/aplaws/publication/en/publications/poverty-reduction/poverty-
website/undp-and-indigenous-peoples/UNDP%20and%20Indigenous%20People.pdf, IPACC: 
http://www.ipacc.org.za/eng/who.asp, IWGIA: http://www.iwgia.org/culture-and-identity/identification-of-
indigenous-peoples 
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manifested in the ILO convention 169, and has created the possibilities to claim certain rights 
in the name of being indigenous14.  
 
By the 90’s the international community had created a legal framework for indigenous peo-
ples and in this process created a commonly recognised definition. Mind that this was the pe-
riod when IWGIA and other similar organisations started to become more active in program-
mes on local level. However, it was not until 2007 that UN adopted the ‘Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples’, which has further manifested the inclusion of Indigenous Peo-
ples in the Human Rights framework. It should be noted that the definitions have been highly 
contested and debated, which could be why UN did not articulate one specific definition in 
the declaration (Tauli-Corpuz 2008). What remains though, is that Cobo and his research 
group’s definition still stands as the prevailing definition and the backbone of the interna-
tional legal framework, which has shaped the ways in which it has become possible for the 
indigenous peoples to be recognised and raise their political interest on national and interna-
tional level. 
 
Part Conclusion: Self-determination & Indigenous Citizenship 
It thus became more plausible for Indigenous peoples to be included in decision-making and 
gaining Human Rights from the 90’s onwards. With the rise of the concept indigenous peo-
ples in politics and the problematisation of the issues surrounding these subjects’ realities, it 
became a political project to recast these subaltern beings into being citizens of the state. As 
we presented, the strategies of the international actors were to create possibilities for becom-
ing indigenous citizens through empowerment of the civil society. 
 
As it should be clear by now, the emergence of indigenous politics has been constructed in 
dual relationships between a web of international actors and articulations of local realities. 
The birth of indigenous politics can thus not be pointed to one specific event. Rather, we 
should understand it as a constantly (re)negotiated term that has been shaped by various 
events, discourses and actors. The problematizations made by actors such as IWGIA created a 
space for management, which then became a project of research exercised by Martinez Cobo 
and his workgroup. On this basis, the legally binding ILO convention was made. This created 
                                                
14 This relates to what Nanna Mik-Meyer refers to when she argues that “documents have regulating effects on 
the actors” (Mik-Meyer 2005: 197) 
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the space for political manoeuvre of the emerging indigenous organisations in Peru and else-
where, and well as NGO initiatives of empowerment of indigenous communities. We have 
portrayed that the term ‘indigenous’ should not be understood as a natural fact, but rather a 
concept, that has been constructed by various discursive contributions. The transnational dy-
namics and discourses have helped shaping certain intellectual, as well as political fortunes of 
the indigenous peoples locally, that are deployed (as well as re-formed) in the Peruvian con-
text, which will be elaborated in the following chapters.  
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Chapter III: Narrating the Indigenous Struggles: the Creation of 
Common Enemies & Alliances  
In the following chapter we will examine some of the interactions between indigenous com-
munities, international actors and the state that we find relevant to understand how the in-
digenous peoples common enemy and certain alliances has formed the ways in which the in-
digenous organisations are representing indigenous interests. In order to map the position of 
AIDESEP and CONAP in the following chapter, we will analyse how the indigenous interests 
have been enframed by contextual historical events. We analyse this by looking at some con-
frontations between indigenous communities and different actors (some more conflictive and 
war-like than others). Further we will look at some of the transnational alliances that have 
emerged. We will do so to gain a better understanding of how the indigenous resistances and 
interests have become represented and articulated in today’s Peruvian politics.  
 
Thus, the aim of this chapter is to give an overview of some of the contextual conditions of 
the indigenous peoples in Peru. We will investigate how the oil-corporations and the state’s 
embracement of these corporations has become the common enemy of indigenous peoples. 
We include the notion of ‘common enemy’ because we believe that it is a feature in the mak-
ing of culture and identity. This is in line with Thomas Hylland Eriksen’s (2003) notion of 
‘enemy images’ as part of the creation of ‘pure identities’. The emergence of ‘pure identity’ 
within multiethnic societies bases itself, “on a contrast, frequently phrased as a conflict or an 
enemy image, vis-à-vis the others” (Eriksen 2003) he argues. In line with the focus on the 
creation of the common enemy, we will look at the growth of oil explorative activities in the 
Amazon in relation to the indigenous alliance with international environmentalists. Further-
more, we will argue that these events have been a part of the process that has shaped the ways 
in which indigenous peoples are understood and represented as distinctively different from the 
state and state practices. But firstly we will present a few remarks on the evolvement of the 
articulation of indigenous identity in the Peruvian context. 
 
Unification of Indigenous Actors 
The articulation of the indigenous peoples of Peru has historically been divided between An-
dean and the Amazonian indigenous peoples, the Andean highland peoples being referred to 
as peasants and the Amazonian peoples as natives (Greene 2005; María Isabel Remy 1994; 
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García and Lucero 2004). Before the term ‘indigenous’ really became prominent in the Peru-
vian (as well as international) context, the native peoples were organized in peasant organisa-
tions, which, in the 1960s grew largely in number in the rural areas (Greene 2005). The presi-
dent Juan Velasco Alvarado (1968-1975) publicly expressed in 1969 that the term ‘indio’ 
should be replaced, or blended, with the term ‘peasant’ (ibid: 162); a strategy to make the 
peasant movement bigger and focus on the class issue instead of ethnicity. However already 
in the middle of the 70s the focus on the indigenous (re)emerged, and some formal policies on 
indigenous issues were implemented (Dean 2002). Greene argues that the division of the in-
digenous peoples of Peru was, at least discursively, not eradicated until around the presidency 
of Toledo in 2001-2006, being, “(....) the outcome of processes [that] (…) extend beyond the 
country's internal regional dynamics.” He argues, that the unification of the indigenous peo-
ples throughout Peru can be traced back to “several international arenas of rights claims and 
social advocacy” (Greene 2005: 37). This collaboration between the highland and lowland 
native peoples presumably eases the struggle of the indigenous Peruvians, now to a larger 
extent speaking with one voice as indigenous peoples. By deploying the identity as ‘indigen-
ous’ and furthermore learning the language of the rights discourse that the international soci-
ety has fostered, it became more possible to claim rights under the ILO Convention 169, and 
through that be included in Peruvian politics. The term indigenous can, in accordance with the 
construction of the international legal framework be utilised to collectivise peoples under one 
(ethnic) label to foster a strengthened alliance, which is also studied by Terence Turner (2006) 
in a Brazilian context. Turner portrays how the term has been used by different actors, which 
has, along the international framework, created the possibilities for inter-ethnic alliances 
under the term indigenous. As we will see in chapter IV, the peasants’ organisations are today 
also entangled in alliances with indigenous organisations, deploying the indigenous identity to 
claim the rights to previous consultation in cases that will affect their livelihood. As an exam-
ple, as we will return to in the next chapter the confederation of peasants (CCP) forms part of 
the ‘Pact of Unity’ with AIDESEP, stating that “the peasant and native communities ARE 
indigenous peoples”15 (CCP 2012). Deploying the indigenous identity to unify actors also 
enables a larger degree of resistance and enables the indigenous peoples to enter politics and 
confront the state. We will continue in this line by investigating some historical confronta-
tions between the indigenous peoples and the state.  
                                                
15 ”las communidades campesinas y nativas SON pueblos indígenas” 
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A Conflictive Confrontation: the Bagua Massacre 
“(…) this time indigenous peoples are certain that the Peruvian State has allied with large 
extractive corporations not only to despoil native peoples from their life forces, but to exter-
minate them” (Fernando Santos-Granero & Frederica Barclay 2001:147) 
 
Santos-Granero and Barclay have studied the narratives told by Awajun, Wampis and Ashan-
inka peoples living in the Amazonia of Peru. In these narratives, the foreign private extractive 
companies are portrayed as being exterminators that are taking away their livelihood (ibid.). 
This is one example of how the indigenous peoples view the extractive activities of the state 
and private corporations as their enemy. We will in the following investigate some historical 
events that have coupled the state and private corporations as the indigenous peoples’ com-
mon enemy. 
 
In June 2009 the town of Bagua in the Peruvian Amazon turned into a bloody battlefield be-
tween the indigenous protesters (supported by other non-indigenous groups) and the army, 
after 65 days of peaceful protests where the indigenous activists had blocked roads and rivers, 
as well as the northern oil pipeline (Time 2009). It was a protest against the government’s 
development policies, including the Free Trade Agreement with US16 and the welcoming of 
oil exploitation in Amazonia. When the president called in the army to stop the protesters, it 
resulted in the death of ten protesters and twenty-three police officers. Many protesters were 
injured and others were reported missing (George Stetson 2010: 2)17. The event is often re-
ferred to as the ‘Bagua massacre’ by the indigenous peoples’ organizations, or as the Spanish 
‘genecidio’, which literally means genocide. The Bagua massacre is one example of how the 
conflict between the indigenous peoples and the private companies, supported by the state, 
has come to violent means. This has happened several times in history (Santos-Granero & 
Barclay 2001; Dean 2001). Since colonial times the indigenous peoples of Peru have experi-
enced confrontations with and interferences of the state, in present time mostly exercised by 
the private companies with the support from the state. This is important to note as, in line with 
the definitions of the international community, the indigenous peoples are defined as living in 
                                                
16 Free Trade Agreement between Peru and USA, signed 2006, entry into force 2009, http://www.ustr.gov/trade-
agreements/free-trade-agreements/peru-tpa/final-text (accessed 27/11-12) 
17 These numbers are highly debated between the authorities and the indigenous peoples 
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continuity with pre-colonial societies and seeks to transmit their ancestral territories to the 
future generations (UN 1983: Paragraph 379). Thus the grievances of the indigenous peoples 
are often framed as a continuation of past experiences. Before investigating this more into 
depth we will in the next section point attention to how the Bagua massacre was actively used 
to create alliances and articulate their struggles and through this attract political attention na-
tionally and internationally.    
 
After Bagua: The Creation of Alliances & Political Attention 
In Gerardo Rénique’s (2010) article on indigenous uprising in Peru he notes that the Bagua 
massacre stands as a historical turning point. The massacre brought a sudden consciousness 
among all Peruvians of the difficult situation of the socially, politically and culturally neg-
lected Amazonian peoples in their nation (Renique 2010). Furthermore, the massacre became 
the signifier for the struggles of the indigenous peoples in this area of the Amazon – a fight 
against the state and exploitive corporations. The events in Bagua in 2009 have also created 
alliances with other groups, as Renique elaborates, namely a broad field of anti-neoliberal 
social and political forces that have in common a rejection of the legislative package that the 
Peruvian government proposes (ibid.). In May 2012 a range of national institutions arranged 
activities in memorial of the Bagua episode, activities such as parades in the street, demon-
strations, debates and press conferences. Among the organizations that participated are the 
youth program of volunteers from the municipality of Lima (1000 km away from the Amazo-
nian town of Bagua), a national human rights association, a University Committee and a 
broad range of indigenous confederations and organizations throughout the country (Servindi 
2012a). This shows that the massacre has become a part of the historic memory that is used to 
describe the ethnicity of indigenous beings.  
 
The event also reached international attention. An example of this can be seen in the Canadian 
news and blog website rabble.ca that present several ways to support the indigenous move-
ment of Peruvian Amazon, including mobilising people to participate in the planned support 
‘actions’ in Canada, Australia, India and the US. The information on how to send financial 
support directly to AIDESEP is presented, as well as links to several other news pages and 
analyses of the event (Rabble.ca 2009). 
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Another activity in memory of the Bagua event was held in 2011, where the Awajun and 
Wampis peoples created short youtube-videos in which they express their feelings after the 
Bagua massacre. The videos were produced as a part of a communication workshop, spon-
sored by the European Commission and the national human rights’ commission (CNDDHH), 
held by the Servindi Service for Intercultural Communication in June in Bagua. The aim of 
the communication workshop was to strengthen the regional organisation of indigenous peo-
ples in the northern Amazon ORPIAN-P18, which is one of the nine regional organisations of 
AIDESEP (Servindi 2011a). The participants of the workshop developed a manuscript, which 
is recited in the two videos by different persons, calling attention of the national and interna-
tional community. The manuscript goes: 
“We were affected on our rights to defend the woods in which lie our life and the sense of our 
existence. We were victimized by the police and military and discriminated against by the 
government. Many Peruvians became orphans. We call attention to the relatives of the killed, 
no more innocent bloodshed and respect for the rights of indigenous peoples. 
Bagua, June 5!: No more aggression! Yes to dialogue and respect for the rights of indigenous 
peoples!”19 (Servindi 2011a) 
With the help of the European commission and the transnational communication platform 
Servindi the indigenous peoples got a change to record their grievances and broadcast them 
on youtube. This is just one (more) example of how the advocacy works of the transnational 
network of NGOs and institutions can be seen as a central actor in the creation of indigenous 
peoples as political actors. It could thus be argued, that with the help of the social media and 
international financial support, a tragic event like that of the Bagua massacre, has also acted 
as a catalyst of a strengthening of the indigenous movement in Peru. Further, it has been a 
way to narrate the indigenous peoples struggles as a continuation of past grievances. 
 
 
 
                                                
18 ORPIAN-P stands for Organización Regional de Pueblos Indígenas de la Amazonía Norte del Perú (Regional 
organisation of the indigenous peoples of the Northern Peruvian Amazon) 
19 ”Fuimos afectados en nuestros derechos por defender el bosque, donde está nuestra vida y el sentido de 
nuestra existencia. Fuimos victimados por las fuerzas policiales, militares y discriminados por el gobierno de 
turno. 
Muchos peruanos quedaron huérfanos. Pedimos atención a los familiares de los fallecidos, no más 
derramamiento de sangre inocente y el respeto de los derechos de los pueblos indígenas. ¡Bagua, 5 de junio!: 
¡No más agresión!. ¡Sí al diálogo y al respeto a los derechos de los pueblos indígenas!” 
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International Influences 
Above we have shown how a conflictual event has been politicised and been actively used to 
attract international attention in transnational networks. These are not the only ways in which 
international flows has influenced the field of indigenous politics in Peru. We will proceed by 
unfolding two examples that illustrate the international influences that have shaped the ways 
in which the indigenous peoples’ interests are articulated. There are of course many other is-
sues that might have had similar or different dynamics. However, we find the privatisation of 
natural resources and the claim of legal rights to land as two clear examples of how the in-
digenous peoples’ interests are not pre-given, but have been constructed in different relations 
of power. This should not be understood as if we do not acknowledge that natural exploitation 
‘actually’ happens or that the indigenous peoples do not ‘really’ feel a sense of belonging to 
the land in which they live. Rather, the point is that the articulation of certain indigenous in-
terests has been shaped in conjunction with international actors, and that the ways in which 
we understand the concept ‘indigenous’ is to a high degree constructed by such relations. 
 
The Privatisation of Natural Resources and the Environmental-Indigenous collaboration  
Peru is rich on natural resources such as gold, petroleum and natural gas, which different gov-
ernments have wanted to benefit from in several decades. During the 1990s a privatization 
process began and most of the state-owned companies and government assets were transferred 
to the private sector. The aim was to promote market competition and eliminate barriers for 
the companies to access the natural resources (Juana Kuramoto 2008). But already during the 
government lead by general Fransisco Morales Bermudez Cerruti in 1975-1980 extractions of 
natural resources in the Amazon were initiated. This was further emphasised by the 1980 – 
1985 government with the construction of highways throughout Amazonia, financed by inter-
national lending agencies (Dean 2002). During the Fujimori regime in the 90’s Peru experi-
enced neo-liberal reforms, and the signing of the law of organic hydrocarbons (ley 26221) 
welcomed multinational private companies to extract gold and oil in the Amazon territory. 
This encouraged the growth of the petroleum industry on the basis of free market competition 
and unlimited access to profits. In 2008 the government further implemented the decrees 1015 
and 1073, which modified the law of private investment and allowed the sale of communal 
owned lands to the private sector (Santos-Gramero & Barclay 2011). 
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Dean concludes that the privatisation of natural resources in the Amazon has excluded the 
indigenous peoples of their rights over the use of natural resources in their own traditional 
homelands (Dean 2002). As Santos-Granero and Barcley write, the indigenous experience of 
the “intruders” have been marked by an experience of the indigenous peoples that their enemy 
has “(...) the objective of stealing their vital energy or inhabiting their reproductive capaci-
ties” (Santos-Granero & Barclay 2011:146). The privatisation of natural resources has run 
parallel with the international discourse on environmental protection. A growing number of 
NGO’s are engaged in activities that seek to decrease natural exploitation (Cohen & Kennedy 
2007: chapter 20), and according to Greene these activities enrol the “indigenous activists, 
particularly in environmental hotspots like Amazonia” and that they “are increasingly viewed 
as essential partners in, and even dependent on, contemporary green activism” (Greene 2006: 
330). Examples of the indigenous articulation of their concerns over environment issues can 
be seen in several articles by indigenous individuals as well as leaders (CORPI 2012, Servindi 
2012e, Barbarán 2011). Furthermore the indigenous representatives have been directly in-
cluded in this process, such as the recent COP18 summit in Doha, where AIDESEP made a 
presentation (AIDESEP 2012c).  
 
Organisations as diverse as IBIS (ibis.dk) and the World Bank (2008) have supported the in-
digenous peoples fight against corporate extractive activities (although with very divergent 
strategies). These environmental projects links the rights of the indigenous peoples as ratified 
under the ILO Convention 169 with the need for changing the natural degradation of the 
Amazon. Thus, the environmental-indigenous alliance strengthens the resistance of i.e. oil-
extractive activities. This is not to say that the environmental organisations are tricking the 
indigenous peoples to do something they otherwise would not do. Rather, the alliance shows 
that certain international rationalities have joined forces with indigenous rationalities and 
through discourses of indigenous rights strengthened the articulations of the indigenous peo-
ples’ resistance against the multinational corporations and the state. The link between the 
transnational discourse and the local struggles is also seen in the issue of territory and titling 
of land.  
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Land-titling and Belonging 
We argue that international actors have accommodated the ways in which it has become pos-
sible for indigenous peoples to enframe the struggle over land as a struggle for their cultural 
survival. We will in the following shortly show one example of this, in the case of IWGIA’s 
work on helping the indigenous to demarcate land. As we can derive from the international 
rights-discourse’s framing of indigenous peoples, territory and identity are strongly intercon-
nected to indigenous peoples. The land-titling projects have brought the indigenous peoples 
sense of belonging into national politics. Meaning that, demarcating certain areas of the jun-
gle to be ancestral territories made the project of securing their way of life operational in state 
practices as the territories were granted legal status under Peruvian national law. The indigen-
ous peoples were then visible on the Peruvian map. The demarcation of land thus played part 
in creating indigenous citizens20. Land-titling thus helped facilitate the means of the indigen-
ous peoples to bring their sense of belonging into their political project of securing their cul-
tural survival. IWGIA, who facilitated land-titling projects by providing technological support 
and advocacy, expressed the necessity of land-titling in the following way: “self-development 
for indigenous peoples is impossible without guaranteed territorial rights” (IWGIA 1998: 
175). IWGIA argues that for the indigenous peoples to self-determine their destiny in a demo-
cratic system they need to be able to show what territories they belong to. 
 
The strategy that IWGIA used in land-titling projects in Peru was primarily:  
“1) Fieldwork and mapping of community lands, 2) Notification of title to the community with 
an approved map. At this point the title is legal and can only be over-ruled by an appeal, 3) 
Registration of the title at the regional and central offices of the Ministry of Agriculture and 
final approval by the Minister of Agriculture.” (Ibid: 186).  
It shows how the sense of belonging has been shaped by utilising the technical support of 
IWGIA. Thus, the ways in which it has become possible to articulate the indigenous interests 
has to be viewed as created in interrelation with various actors: IWGIA, local communities 
and regional as well as national authorities. The immense work of IWGIA has made it pos-
sible for the indigenous peoples to use their sense of belonging in the political arena by ex-
pressing their identity as deeply connected to the areas in which they live with reference to the 
international framework. That their ancestral territories are narrated to be an intrinsic part of 
                                                
20 On nation-states, citizenship and civil rights see chapter 5 in Cohen & Kennedy 2007 
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their identity can be seen in the following statement made by a range of indigenous organisa-
tions: 
 “We are peoples, conscious of our identity: 1. We descend from a people that inhabited the 
territory prior to the establishment of the Peruvian state and before the conquest and colonis-
ation. 2. We have an identity characterised by our own institutions, which accommodate the 
following: 
- Our territories and ways of living 
- Our relation to land, territory, nature (...)”21 (AIDESEP et. al. 2012: 3). 
In the statement, they refer to the international conventions in direct accordance to their de-
scription of themselves and their ‘minimum principles’ as the document of the statement is 
called. The process of demarcation, as well as the international legal framework, has thus 
helped the indigenous peoples to politicise their senses of belonging to certain spaces. 
 
We have shown only a fraction of what have made up the indigenous peoples’ politics of be-
longing to certain territories. However, the point is that to understand the interests of the in-
digenous peoples they have to be viewed in relation to international influences and not simply 
as local factors.  
 
Part Conclusion: Differentiation from the State 
We have shed light upon some of the Peruvian specific issues that have shaped the ways in 
which it became possible for the indigenous peoples to claim certain rights under the interna-
tional legal framework. We have found that various episodes, actors and alliances have 
shaped the indigenous peoples’ struggles. The collective identity of being indigenous has 
been shaped long the international legal framework, and has collectivised divergent social 
groups under the category of being indigenous (i.e. by including peasants). It is no secret, that 
the indigenous peoples living in the Amazonia have experienced plentiful grievances over 
time. The infamous Bagua massacre is an example of a recent and very bloody torment, 
where many others have been more low intensive and ongoing. The important point for our 
                                                
21 ”Somos pueblos conscientes de nuestra identidad: 1. Que descendemos de pueblos que estaban en el territorio 
antes de que se establezca el Estado peruano, antes de la Conquista y Colonización. 2. Que tenemos una 
identidad, características e instituciones propias, como todas o alguna de éstas:  
- Nuestro territorios y formas de vida 
- Forma de relación con la tierra, territorio, naturaleza (…)” 
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study is that events like the Bagua massacre has been used to narrate their vulnerable, margin-
alised and repressed status caused by the state and corporative actors. The story of the in-
digenous peoples is thus told as a continuation of past grievances. This has been articulated in 
collaboration with transnational networks. Some of the most dominating problems that the 
Peruvian Amazonian Indigenous peoples have experienced are that foreign companies want-
ing to exploit the natural resources are invading their native territories. Different international 
actors have supported the indigenous peoples’ possibilities to claim territorial rights, which 
have constructed a certain image of the indigenous peoples to belong to certain areas. This has 
further made it possible for the indigenous peoples to be enrolled in the international frame-
work and through this be included in national politics. 
 
To understand the interests represented by the indigenous peoples’ organisations one needs to 
have the international scale in mind. Not only have the international legal framework helped 
the indigenous peoples to direct their claims to the state and international community, i.e. by 
the ILO convention 169, but different international actors and dynamics have also shaped the 
struggles over land, nature and inclusion. Many other types of problems could be found, i.e.: 
exclusion in school systems (see i.e. Dean 2002 or Garcia 2005). The point here is that the 
indigenous peoples’ struggles often stand in opposition to the state and extractive corporative 
activities and that these actors often are narrated as the common enemy. These are important 
factors when investigating the ways in which the indigenous peoples’ interests are repre-
sented, as it will be done in the following chapter. 
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Chapter IV: The Field of Representing Indigenous Interests: A 
Space for Negotiating Indigeneity 
The following chapter is an examination of the contested field of indigenous representation. 
We want to unfold the different positions that exist in this field and analyse which narratives 
of indigeneity they practice to position themselves. Furthermore, this chapter will go into 
depth with how the international legal framework of indigenous rights is utilised in the contest 
of representing indigenous authenticity. In the previous chapter we portrayed the problems 
faced by the indigenous communities of Peru, and how this is a result of a broad range of 
social and political dynamics of national and global character. In this section we will point to 
how the grievances have been institutionalised and articulated in national and local organisa-
tions claiming to be representative of the indigenous peoples of Peru. Thus the different dis-
course we intend to scrutinise should unfold the negotiation of what it means to be indigen-
ous.  
 
This chapter will focus on the positions of the two national organisations AIDESEP and 
CONAP are situated in, in terms of strategies and attitudes towards the state and the private 
companies. The current situation of AIDESEP, the most predominant national indigenous 
organisation in Peru, will be central in this chapter. As we presented in the introduction to the 
study, AIDESEP recently made a turn in terms of attitude towards the oil industry, and sur-
prised the indigenous movement in Peru, as well as NGO workers and international and 
national scholars (such as Alejandro Parallada from IWGIA in our interview). We will present 
the different reactions that have been published on the communication platform Servindi.org 
during November and December 2012, after the agreement with PetroBras became public. On 
that basis we will discuss the contesting ways of representing the indigenous peoples of Peru. 
Through this newly signed agreement we will investigate the ‘semiotic practices’, as proposed 
by Lisa Weeden (2002), of the national indigenous organisations in interrelation with transna-
tional actors and other national historical influences. 
 
The Peruvian Organisations 
In Peru there are two national indigenous organisations working for the protection of the 
rights of the indigenous peoples in the Peruvian Amazon, AIDESEP (Interethnic Association 
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of Development of the Peruvian Amazon22) and CONAP (Confederation of Amazonian Na-
tionalities of Peru23). AIDESEP was founded in 1980 and on their website24 they express their 
objective as to represent the interests of all indigenous peoples of the Amazon, securing the 
conservation and development of the cultural identity, the territory and the values of each one 
of the Amazonian indigenous peoples. Furthermore, it is their aim to enable the indigenous 
peoples to freely determine their future, by claiming their national and international rights. 
AIDESEP has 65 federations representing 1500 communities, which accounts for around 
650.000 inhabitants, grouped in 16 linguistic families (aidesep.org.pe). CONAP, founded 7 
years later (in 1987) consists of 40 federations, representing around 150.000 inhabitants 
(conap.org.pe). Their mission is to:  
“(…) represent the organizations of the Amazonian indigenous peoples and provide them with 
the means to ensure the defence of their rights and their sustainable development; unifying 
persons, companies, states, churches and other institutions to canalize an efficient cooper-
ation, respecting the equity of sexes and the environment”25 (CONAP-a)  
 
AIDESEP and CONAP share similar concerns, and to some extent they have the same inter-
ests, referring to the rights of indigenous peoples as articulated in the ILO convention and the 
UN framework. Further they share the same socio-historical background. One example, which 
shows the similarity, is that they both harshly criticized the 1995 legislation allowing the sale 
of putatively uninhabited territories in the Amazon (Dean 2002). But their strategies seem to 
diverge prominently. 
 
The Strategies of AIDESEP and CONAP  
Bartholomew Dean defines AIDESEP as the senior pan-ethnic organization of the Peruvian 
Amazon, an organisation that has since its foundation been resolutely opposed to territorial 
encroachments by government and commercial interests. CONAP is a smaller organisation 
than AIDESEP (CONAP’s members count one fourth of the members of AIDESEP,) and, as 
                                                
22 La Asociación Interétnica de Desarrollo de la Selva Peruana 
23 Confederacion de Nacionalidades Amazonicos del Peru 
24 www.aidesep.org.pe 
25 ”Representar a las organizaciones de los pueblos indígenas amazónicos y, proveerlos de los medios que 
aseguren la defensa de sus derechos y su desarrollo sostenible; uniendo a las personas, empresas, estados, 
iglesias y demás instituciones para canalizar una cooperación eficaz, respetando la equidad de genero y el medio 
ambiente” 
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Dean argues, they are less powerful (Dean 2002). The creation of CONAP in 1987 marked a 
division among the Amazonian peoples, which weakened AIDESEP in these years. Alberto 
Chirif, a Peruvian anthropologist, explains this by stating that it reflected the differences in 
ideology rather than a weakness of AIDESEP as organisation (García and Lucero 2004). Dean 
counterposes AIDESEP to CONAP. CONAP believes that extraction activities and other de-
velopment operations in the Amazon are inevitable. According to the analysis of Dean, 
CONAP advocates a more pragmatic strategy that encourages indigenous communities to take 
actively part in the planning, and through that, share the benefits of development initiatives 
(Dean 2002). This is also underlined in their vision as mentioned above: they aim at “(…) 
unifying persons, companies, states” (CONAP). Chirif characterizes the two organizations’ 
distinctiveness by noting that almost solely indigenous peoples constitute AIDESEP, where 
CONAP is a “(…) commonplace marriage between indigenous activists and both state and 
non-governmental supporters” (ibid.). Already in their first days of existence CONAP were 
criticised for not being representative of the Indigenous Population of Peru (servindi.org 
2011b). We can thus observe a clear separation of the way in which these organisations are 
situated in the discourse on indigenous representation: AIDESEP has traditionally been 
viewed as the ‘idealistic’ organisation, whereas CONAP has been articulated as the more ‘co-
operative’ organisation.  
 
The quantitative parameters of representation of indigenous peoples might not be very helpful 
in unfolding the strengths and representativity of these organisations. As Lucero makes clear, 
“(…) there is little safety in numbers when it comes to conceptualizing the representational 
strength of indigenous actors” (Lucero 2006:34), arguing that membership in indigenous fed-
erations is often collective and overlapping, which makes estimates of particular indigenous 
constituencies very difficult. Therefore we want to look at representation as a more complex 
phenomenon than just the numbers of members. We will do this by looking at some recent 
episodes that have created some of the distinctions and articulated differences between the 
two national organisations. Practically we will analyse a range of articles, most of them pub-
lished on Servindi, that we find relevant to position the two organisations. Some are news 
articles written by Servindi employees, others are written by the “AIDESEP camp” or by the 
“CONAP camp”, and yet some are published by “independent” actors. By this we will get an 
image of the two organisations through the ongoing discussion about what is perceived to a 
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more correct way of representing indigeneity and what is considered less correct, in accord-
ance with the acts and practices of the organisations and their leaders.  
 
Firstly, we will exemplify their positions by the debate that arose on the basis of an imple-
mentation of a law on prior consultation.  
 
Making Alliances 
During a process from September 2011 and April 2012 the national ‘Law on Prior Consulta-
tion’, a right that is also stated in the ILO convention, was to be regulated and re-promulgated 
in Peru. In the process CONAP, AIDESEP as well as the National Peasants’ Organization 
(CCP) and the National Agrarian Confederation (CNA) were invited to take part in the dia-
logue with the state. After long discussions and polemics about the formulation of the para-
graphs, the law was promulgated by the government and the two organisations CONAP and 
CCP (Javier La Rosa Calle 2012), these three actors also being denounced ‘the multicultural 
sector’26 (Balvin 2012; ibid.). The opposing alliance that AIDESEP formed with CNA, 
CONACAMI27 and ONAMIAP28, under the name: ‘The Pact of Unity’29 did not sign. They 
considered the content to be in breach with the content of the ILO Convention 169 and they 
claimed that the articles had constitutional defects (Servindi 2012f, Peruvian Times 2012). 
Even though the regulation of the law was agreed upon by CONAP and CCP, they expressed 
that they were not completely satisfied with the result. The interesting thing is, though, that 
the two ‘camps’ addressed it very differently; CONAP was frustrated about the fact that some 
of the agreed paragraphs that they reached during the process of dialogue between representa-
tives from the indigenous peoples’ organisations and the state were not included in the final 
law (Servindi 2012j). The ‘Pact of Unity’ to which AIDESEP belong was more incited. They 
wrote a rather furious statement in the final phase of the process criticizing the state and the 
supporters of the law harshly:  
                                                
26 El sector multicultural 
27 CONACAMI stands for La Confederacion Nacional de Comunidades del Perú Afectaddas por la Mineria 
(National Confederation of Peruvian Communities Affected by Mining) 
28 ONAMIAP stands for Organisacion Nacional de Mujeres indigenas andinas y amazonicos del Peru (The 
National Indigenous Women’s Organisation) 
29 Pacto de Unidad 
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“CONAP and CCP are shamefully captured by the state and the transnationals to legitimize 
an unconstitutional regulation, they do NOT represent us, the more than 10 million indigen-
ous peoples of Peru”30 (Pacto de Unidad 2012). 
 
The AIDESEP camp positions itself in direct opposition to ‘the multicultural sector’ (the state 
and CONAP), and claim to be the ‘real’ representatives of the indigenous peoples of Peru. In 
the furious letter they listed a range of assaults made by the government towards the indigen-
ous peoples, such as accuse of 17 years of systematic state-violence against the indigenous 
peoples’ rights and exclusion of the indigenous peoples (ibid.). In the letter they refer to the 
Bagua event as a part of the long struggle of the indigenous peoples to obtain a state institu-
tionalised warranty of their rights. This clearly show that the ways in which indigeneity is 
articulated is practised by referring to their opposition to the state rationalities and the states 
practises (in this example the law of prior consultation). Their aggressive tone may not have 
helped them; at least the rather fundamental proposed changes listed in the letter by the Pact 
of Unity were not listened to, and the organisations of the Pact of Unity maintained excluded 
from the rest of the process of dialogue with the ‘multicultural sector’ (Calle 2012). However, 
it helped them in relation to the question of representing ‘real’ indigenous interests. The de-
bate shows how the ethnic identity of being indigenous is utilised as a tool to articulate in-
digenous interests. Furthermore, this manifests their position as ‘real’ representatives and 
protagonists of indigenous peoples.   
 
The more co-operative rhetoric of CONAP can be seen in the official document where they 
demand the regulation of the law to be modified (after it was promulgated). It is written in a 
diplomatic tone, and they express their attitude towards the law and the process by stating, 
“(...) we are conscious of the fact that the objective of the right to consultation is to institu-
tionalise and optimise the relationship between the state and the indigenous communities and 
we participated during the process of dialogue with a good faith because of this”31 (Servindi 
2012j). To underline their co-operative approach, they propose to repeat the process and make 
a modification of the law, concluding that they will keep their dialogical attitude (ibid.). 
                                                
30  “CONAP y CCP captados vergonzosamente por el Estado u las transnacionales para legitimar una norma 
inconstitucional, los cuales NO nos representan a los mas de 10 milliones de indígenas peruanos” 
31 ”Somos conscientes de que el gran objetivo del derecho a la consulta es institucionalizar y optimizar las rela-
ciones entre el Estado y los Pueblos Indígenas y por ello hemos participado de buena fe durante el Proceso de 
Consulta del Borrador de Reglamento” 
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AIDESEP on the other hand describes the acts of CONAP as corresponding to their “normal 
line”, which Alberto Pizango, the president of AIDESEP expresses as: “CONAP has always 
played the political game with the incumbent government”32 (Servindi 2012f). The collabor-
ation of the Multicultural Sector is also portrayed by AIDESEP as being similar to how 
CONAP has made agreements with a company in the gas sector (ibid.); underlining that, ac-
cording to AIDESEP it is no real difference making agreements with the state or with a pri-
vate company, all of it is “(…) a malevolent form that misrepresents the minimum principles 
of the convention 169”33 (ibid.).  
 
Due to their frustration of not being heard by the Peruvian state, the ‘Pact of Unity’ turned to 
the Inter-American Commission to present a proposal about how the Peruvian State could 
implement an institutionalised guarantee that would protect the rights of the indigenous peo-
ples. As Alberto Pizango declares, when the state: “(…) continues to act in bad spirit then we 
will appeal to the international instances”34 (Servindi 2012k). Furthermore, the ‘Pact of 
Unity’ argues that the state is aiming at dividing the indigenous organisations, by making 
deals and alliances with the organisations independently to find the most negotiable ones. 
This, AIDESEP states, will weaken the autonomy of the organisations (ibid.). The Pact of 
Unity clearly expresses their negative experiences with the process by stating that the many 
indigenous citizens that participated during the process of dialogue in decentralized work-
shops have been “(…) defrauded and betrayed”35 (Pacto de Unidad 2012). Observers confirm 
this judgement by arguing that the process was uneven and unbalanced. The Peruvian lawyer 
Javier La Rosa Calle concludes that the process of dialogue between the different actors was 
highly asymmetric (Calle 2012). César Gamboa Balvin, the director of a local NGO called 
DAR (Rights, Environment and Natural resources36) argues that the law is contradictory in 
itself, and he also criticises the process prior to the promulgation by pointing to the fact that in 
the end the content of the law was decided by illegitimate actors: the chairmanship of the 
Council of Ministers instead of the ministry of culture in conjunction with the indigenous or-
ganisations (Balvin 2012). 
 
                                                
32 ”Conap siempre ha hecho el juego politico a gobierno de turno”  
33 ”de forma malévila que tergiversa los principios minimos del convenio 169” 
34 ”Si continua en actuar de mala fe entonces recurriremos a las instancias internacionales” 
35 ”defraudados y traicionados” 
36 Derechos, Ambiente y Recursos Naturales 
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Based on this episode, we can observe that CONAP positions itself as the dialogical negotia-
tor, putting forward a set of proposals for improvement of the situation of the indigenous peo-
ples, and in that sense maintains its position as the partner of negotiation. AIDESEP on the 
other side decided to leave the process, because they found it too be in breach with the ideals 
and rights of the indigenous peoples whom they represent. The ways in which the two organi-
sations have responded to the law shows that state rationalities and state-violence are used by 
AIDESEP as the more pure indigenous representatives and thus reproduce the images of the 
indigenous peoples.  
 
International Political Fortunes 
As we saw above, the ‘Pact of Unity’ decided to turn to the international society, as the state 
did not listen to them. It can thus be argued, that AIDESEP can articulate their interest by 
using the international framework as an instrument by which it can position itself. Thus, the 
international framework has not only facilitated certain rights, but also certain rhetoric that 
allows AIDESEP to oppose the state and position themselves as representing the ‘real’ inter-
ests of the indigenous population.  
 
The formation of, and the continuous re-forming of the indigenous organisations of Peru are 
influenced by the possibilities, or ‘political fortunes’37, that the international NGOs on in-
digenous and environmental affairs give them. We were told by Alejandro Parallada that 
AIDESEP has worked with IWGIA since their foundation (Parallada 2012, Dahl 2009), which 
not only makes AIDESEP more legitimate as organisation, but also how international flows 
are part of the construction of certain ways of imagining ‘indigeneity’ locally. AIDESEP 
writes, parallel to this, in their review of their history that: “(...) the socio-political context of 
the 70’s was highly favourable to the development of the indigenous peoples’ organisations. 
On the one side crucial social processes occurred in the global society; and in Peru, a mili-
tary populist experience occurred approving the Law of Native Communities in 1974 and the 
process of land-titling began”38 (AIDESEP-a). One can thus not understand the political arena 
in Peru without considering the international scale. The ex-president Haroldo Salazar makes 
                                                
37 The expression: ‘political fortune’ is borrowed from Lucero (2006) 
38 ”El contexto sociopolítico de inicios de los 70 fue altamente favorable para el desarrollo de la organización de 
los pueblos indígenas. Por un lado, se producían procesos sociales convulsionantes en la sociedad global; y en el 
Perú, se producía una experiencia populista militar que aprobó la LEY DE COMUNIDADES NATIVAS en 
1974 y se inició el proceso de titulación de tierras de comunidades” 
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this point clear in a feature published on Servindi, where he argues that it is crucial to con-
sider the international context when analysing the current situation of the indigenous peoples 
in Peru. He points specifically to Corporate Social Responsibility, asking when this will be-
come obligatory for the extractive companies working in the Peruvian Amazon (Servindi 
2012d). Looking for international collaborates on the website of CONAP one quickly finds 
that they are supported by CARE and a Parisian based organisation called Association Lu-
puna39 (CONAP-b). Furthermore CONAP has created a range of workshops for their mem-
ber-communities that shall strengthen their relationship with the World Bank and USAID 
(CONAP-c).  
 
Both of the organisations are thus positioned in relation to international actors. However, 
AIDESEP and CONAP actively use the international scale in very different ways. Whilst col-
laborations with international NGOs can finance local activities and strengthen their legiti-
macy and acknowledgement, it may also challenge the experienced authenticity of the organi-
sation. At least that is one of the critiques against CONAP. To understand this critique and 
what it is an expression of, we will focus on how the state is relevant for the positioning of 
each of the organisations.  
 
‘The State’ as Rhetorical Device 
This section will show that ‘the state’ is used as a rhetorical device by which AIDESEP and 
CONAP is positioned. In connection to the previous chapter, we shall thus illustrate more 
clearly how the ‘common enemy’ plays an active part in making meaning about indigeneity. 
CONAP is, to a larger degree, legitimised though state practices. AIDESEP utilises this posi-
tioning to claim to represent the ‘real’ interest of the indigenous peoples, and distancing itself 
from the state. George Stetson who has studied indigenous resistance to oil development in 
the Peruvian Amazon argues that CONAP’s act of “(…) signing a contract with Perúpetro40 
to help carry out oil development on indigenous territories (…) is, not surprisingly, contro-
versial amongst indigenous communities, some of which consider CONAP as co-opted by 
government influence (Stetson 2010: 164).  
What Stetson’s fieldwork also shows is that the perception of representation and authenticity 
                                                
39 http://associationlupuna.blogspot.fr/  
40 PERUPETRO S.A. is a State company responsible for promoting, negotiating, underwriting and monitoring 
contracts for exploration and exploitation of hydrocarbons in Peru (petroperu.com.pe). 
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can vary depending on the lenses that look at the field. CONAP, the organisation that has 
been criticised by various actors, is by the state and Perupetro thought of as a legitimate nego-
tiation partner, and the one that is allowed to talk on behalf of all indigenous peoples of Peru. 
As part of his fieldwork, Stetson attended a promotional event carried out by Perupetro in 
2008 called “The Houston road show”, which was set out to attract foreign investment. On 
this occasion Stetson witnessed the government’s different perceptions of the two national 
indigenous organizations, CONAP and AIDESEP. He experiences a: “(…) dismissal of 
AIDESEP as a legitimate representative of indigenous peoples throughout the region” 
(Stetson 2010: 167), and a friendly-minded attitude towards CONAP. This is underlined when 
looking at the process about the regulation of the ‘Law of prior Consultation’, where the ones 
that continued to make part of the “multicultural sector” were CONAP and their allied CCP, 
and AIDESEP stepped out and formed the “Pact of Unity”. With the analytical approach that 
Stetson deployed in his study, which he calls “the lens of decoloniality” it is explained in this 
way: “The government is interested in selling oil concessions and any visible opposition 
clearly represents an obstacle that could complicate the government’s objectives to sell oil 
concessions in the Peruvian Amazon” (Stetson 2010: 167). Therefore Perupetro considers 
CONAP the legitimate political actor, with whom they want to negotiate. As Stetson adds, the 
vice-president of AIDESEP, whom Stetson went to the meeting with, was called “the sponta-
neous visitor” by the president of Perupetro, because he was not invited to the meeting 
(Stetson 2010).  
 
AIDESEP and CONAP both claim to be legitimate and authoritative voices of indigenous 
peoples (Dean 2002). What is important to notice is the way in which the state is used to 
claim a higher degree of representative pureness, and how it is done differently by the two 
organisations; AIDESEP is opposing themselves to the state interests, and CONAP is, through 
their willingness to negotiate, perceived to be the legitimate representatives by the state. In the 
following we will exemplify how CONAP is positioned as the state-friendly organisation. 
 
CONAP: ‘A Co-operative Actor’ 
One harsh critique of CONAP that has been published recently is the article “A disaster pro-
cess of the CONAP election. They reduce themselves to an NGO”41 (Servindi 2011b). The 
                                                
41 “Perú: Desastro proceso de elección en Conap. Se reduce a una ONG.” 
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author criticizes the fact that the professionals of CONAP are all non-indigenous employees, 
and CONAP is described as being constituted of “(…) a closed circle of friends and family, 
nothing democratic, all fixed”42 (ibid.). The author, an Awajun agronomist named Victor Juep 
Bakuants, seems rather furious in his rhetoric, pointing to a deep disappointment with 
CONAP. Bakuants wanted to run for president of CONAP in July 2011, but he was prevented 
from his candidacy and held back by the police with two other possible candidates. In his arti-
cle published on Servindi.org a couple of months later, he describes the board of CONAP as 
being discriminative and corrupt. He criticises them for not inviting their own member or-
ganisations to the general assembly, and states that ‘monetary necessities’ of the organisation 
have prevented the exercise of indigenous protest. All this is, according to Victor Juep Ba-
kuants, completely contradictory with the foundational principles of CONAP, as they were 
formulated in 1987 when the organisation was founded (ibid.). According to him, certain 
practices of the organisations are more ‘indigenous-correct’ than others, and these more ‘cor-
rect’ characteristics are consolidated in the statutes of the organisation. It is interesting how he 
frames his critique in the headline of the article (“they reduce themselves to an NGO”): he 
points to the behaviour of CONAP as a move towards being like an NGO, which is con-
sidered to be a ‘reduction’. One could then ask: a reduction of what? Authenticity? Legiti-
macy? Representativity? Bakuants does not give an answer to this, but his critique shows that 
CONAP does not represent the real interest of its’ members, according to him.  
 
Maybe not so surprising, the same critique is also expressed from the AIDESEP camp several 
times. As the mentioned previously, “The Pact of Unity” writes in its aggressive statement on 
the regulation of the law of prior consultation CONAP and CCP are not representing the real 
indigenous interests by arguing that they are capture by the state (Pacto de Unidad 2012).  
This is in line with what the ex-president of AIDESEP Haroldo Salazar claimed in 2003: that 
CONAP is not a legitimate indigenous coalition and that it does not represent ‘the base’. He 
continuous his critique by stating that the president at that time entered his 9th year of presi-
dency, as well as he points out that he believes that the government uses CONAP to compete 
with AIDESEP (Weinberg 2003: 7).  
 
                                                
42 “un circulo cerrado de amistades y familiares, nada democratico, todo direccionado”  
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According to the position presented by the disappointed Awajun agronomist and the other 
critiques presented above, CONAP is a more undemocratic organisation and ‘less indigen-
ous’, as they have been re-electing the former president43 and violently preventing others from 
their candidacy.  They are portrayed as being in the pocket of the state and not representative 
of their own base. Through such rhetoric Bakuants distances himself from the organisation, 
and portrays how their new methods are not representative of ‘the indigenous way’ of behav-
ing, according to him. In his article, Bakuants also mentions that the proclivity to nondemo-
cratic practices is also prevalent within other national organisations, though without mention-
ing any names of organisations. He just desolately concludes that not even within the in-
digenous peoples’ organisations the rule about prior consultation of the ILO convention 169 is 
upheld (Servindi 2011b). Several persons have articulated exactly the point about the lack of 
consultation as one of the main critiques against AIDESEP after having signed the agreement 
with PetroBras.  
 
Though, before we turn to that, we would like to look at the strategy that AIDESEP them-
selves claim to be the legitimate point of departure for making the agreement with the 
Brasilian oil company. 
 
AIDESEP: The “Plan of a Rich life”44 
AIDESEP claims the agreement with PetroBras to be in direct continuation of the “Plan of a 
Rich Life” – the proposal of future priorities of AIDESEP, which is encapsulated in two re-
cent documents from their previous general assembly held in December 2011 (Servindi 
2012c). The plan consists of 8 components that should stop the negative consequences that 
the ‘prevailing privatising model’45 is resulting in. The components are 1) Territorial security, 
2) Production in agro-forestry, aquaculture and bio-industry, 3) forest and ecosystem man-
agement, 4) Intercultural education and health, 5) environmental monitoring and mitigation, 
6) promotion of female Indians, 7) collective and individual rights of indigenous peoples, 8) 
indigenous communications and advocacy (AIDESEP 2012a).  
 
                                                
43 Which AIDESEP has also been accused of (Servindi 2012b) 
44 Plan de la Vida Plena 
45 ”modelo privatista imperante” 
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The documents portray a move from AIDESEP’s previous ‘idealistic’ rhetoric to a more ‘co-
operative’ one, which becomes even more prevalent when considering the agreement with 
PetroBras. To be able to concretize what is then perceived as ‘more’ representative of the in-
digenous interest and ‘more’ authentic to the ways of being indigenous, we will briefly pres-
ent the document: “National and regional Plan of the Rich Life of Amazonas – with financial 
resources from the state and revenue from the extractive corporations”46 (AIDESEP 2012b).  
 
It is initiated by stating that the Amazon is only “(...) a ‘patrimony’ of the extractive industry 
with the usufruct to the natural resources, while the communities are not only discriminated, 
their rights violated and their territories invaded, they are also neglected the benefits”47 
(ibid.). It is explained how the extractive activities are increasing in the Amazon, and how this 
is followed by the construction of many kilometres of highways, which is a severe threat to 
the indigenous communities, according to the perception expressed in the text. In the docu-
ment it is underlined that the state does not uphold its responsibility of being the ‘social 
guardian’ protecting the rights of the indigenous peoples and the protection of the envi-
ronment. The critique of the state continues by arguing that the state has been privatised and 
now all technocrats are employees in private companies. Further, it is stated that the document 
is developed on the basis of the General Assembly in December 2011, where the members of 
AIDESEP agreed to promote a set of strategies that should be financed by the public budget 
and the profits of the extractive companies. The explanation for the new strategy of receiving 
financial compensation from the private companies goes: “(...) we cannot continue depending 
on the cooperation and donations as though we were orphans”48 (AIDESEP 2012b, Servindi 
2012b). With this articulation they present their past strategy of depending on the compassion 
of the donators as being helpless or impotent. Though it is also underlined several times in the 
documents of AIDESEP that they continue to be as they have always been: “AIDESEP’s defi-
nite defence of the collective and civil rights of the indigenous peoples has not, and will not 
change”49 (AIDESEP 2012b), and throughout the documents they maintain a critical attitude 
                                                
46 “Plan Nacional y Regional de Vida Plena Amazónica - Con fondos estatales y con renta extractivista 
(Convenio 169, 7)” 
47 ”(…) un ’patrimonio’ de la industria extractivista que usufructúan los recursos naturales, mientras que los 
pueblos, no solo son discriminados, violados sus derechos e invados sus territorios; sino negados de todos los 
beneficios 
48 ”No podemos seguir dependiendo de la cooperación y donaciones, como si fueramos huérfanos” 
49 ”No ha cambiado ni cambiara la defensa firme de AIDESEP de los derechos colectivos y ciudadanos de los 
pueblos indigenas” 
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towards the private companies and the state. The strategy thus continues to positions 
AIDESEP as against state and corporative interests and by that positions themselves as repre-
sentatives of real indigenous interest. This point is also clear in the document: “Saving the 
Peruvian Amazon is urgent, it does not cost much, there are enough funds but we need the 
political will to do it”50 (AIDESEP 2012a).  
 
In the documents AIDESEP highlight that the state has the primary responsibility of stopping 
the negative consequences of the ‘prevailing privatisation model’, but because the state enjoys 
“(…) the luxury of spending inability”51, as they frame it, the responsibility is given on to 
extractive companies (ibid.). AIDESEP argues that when the state has not been capable or 
willing to prioritise the indigenous peoples of the Amazon financially, the indigenous organi-
sations have to collaborate with the private extractive companies. What is also at stake is the 
eagerness to make an end to be seen as “objects” or “suppliers”52, now they want to be con-
sidered “active partners”53 (AIDESEP 2012b). This might be one of the justifications for 
signing the contract with Petrobras in July 2012.  
 
The AIDESEP – PetroBras Agreement 
The agreement between AIDESEP and PetroBras is a one-year contract aiming at maintaining 
a harmonious relationship between the indigenous communities and the private oil company, 
to avoid conflicts and secure the “(…) normal development of the activities of both parts”54 
(AIDESEP-PetroBras 2012). As we have portrayed above, AIDESEP has historically been 
definitively against any collaboration and acceptance of private extractive companies. This 
has in fact been their way of positioning themselves as representatives of ‘real’ indigenous 
interests and as something different than other organisations. This new turn of AIDESEP has 
surprised many of their supporters and, now, former supporters. PetroBras will economically 
support AIDESEP and facilitate eleven workshops in six different Amazonian communities, 
where the individual indigenous peoples will be able to express themselves freely. AIDESEP 
will on the other hand give PetroBras fair opportunities to let the company do their business, 
                                                
50 ”Salvar la amazonía peruana es urgente, no cuesta tanto, hay fondos suficientes pero necesitamos la voluntad 
politica para hacerlo” 
51 ”el lujo de incapacidad de gasto” 
52 ”Nos siguen viendo como ”objetos” de ”asistencia social”, o abastecedores” 
53 ”socios activos” 
54 ”el normal desarrollo de las actividades de cualquiera de las partes”
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as it is expressed in the agreement “The partners agree that AIDESEP is committed to indem-
nify and waive any claim, act or demand waged against PetroBras”55 (AIDESEP-PetroBras 
2012). This part is what has been most criticised, as will be presented below. The turn of 
AIDESEP can be seen as a more co-operative strategy, in line with CONAP, and less in line 
with AIDESEP’s previous tactics. 
 
Our aim is not to judge whether it is good or bad for the indigenous peoples, or if it a smart 
tactic of AIDESEP or not. Rather, we want to discuss what the agreement means for the rep-
resentation of the indigenous peoples in the Peruvian context. To do this, we will present 
some of the positions from the debate on the agreement among the indigenous organisations 
and other implicated actors. 
 
Responses to the Agreement 
As mentioned, Alejandro Parallada (from IWGIA) expresses deep concern over the agreement 
that AIDESEP has made with Petrobras. He mentions two problematic factors of the agree-
ment, the first being the confusion of roles: that a national civil society organisation does what 
a state normally does. The second problematic factor is that Petrobras does not really have 
any obligations in the agreement (Parallada 2012). We will in the following present the three 
main positions that negotiate what indigeneity ‘really’ means, by using certain rhetoric.  
 
The Base Rhetoric 
The president from the local native federation ‘FENAMAD’ (Federacion Nativa del Río 
Madre de Dios y Afluentes) expresses his deep concern in a letter to Pizango, the president of 
AIDESEP, where he writes: ”(...) we do not consider it correct that a national indigenous 
organization, to whom we are the base, acts as if it was meant to participate in public rela-
tions, and it is even more incorrect to receive money directly from a corporation engaged in 
extraction”56 (FENAMAD 2012: 2). In his letter he also expresses his concerns about the fact 
that AIDESEP did not consult ‘the bases’ before signing the contract. As he notices on behalf 
of his organisation FENAMAD, as forming part of the ‘base’, they feel delegitimized by the 
                                                
55 ”Las partes acuerdan que AIDESEP se compromete a mantener indemne y a eximir de cualquier reclamo, 
acción o demanda entablada en contra de PetroBras” 
56 “no consideramos correcto que una organizacion indigena nacional de la cual somos base, pueda actuar como 
relacionista público y mucho menos que se reciba dinero directamente de una impresa extractivista” 
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act. Is this regard, he refers to the continuous struggle they have had with the state for many 
years, exactly because of the lack of consultation with the indigenous communities. So ac-
cording to him, AIDESEP is not only taking over a task of the state by acting like a relacioni-
sta publica57, but they are also making the same mistake as the state: breaking with the right 
of the indigenous peoples to be consulted in cases that affect them, a right that is ratified in 
the ILO convention 169, and that have been largely debated in Peru during 2011 and 2012 as 
presented above. FENAMAD places AIDESEP as less indigenous, by the same rhetorical 
expression as AIDESEP used to position them against CONAP. This is articulated as: a lack 
of consultation with the base, more state/company-friendliness and that the strategy is not in 
line with the international framework of indigenous rights. 
 
The Rhetoric of Development with Identity  
Jacob Shajian Hidalgo, a member of the Awajun community, articulates a position that can be 
said to be balancing between the critiques from e.g. FENAMAD and the tending inconsider-
ate justification presented by AIDESEP. Hidalgo’s feature is called “Economic development 
with identity: the indigenous people in a new era”58, pointing to his willingness to adjust to 
new circumstances though claiming to maintain the identity as indigenous. His critique to-
wards the agreement is first of all that it does not originate from a complete strategy, but only 
a single act. He would like AIDESEP to proceed in holding private companies responsible of 
their extractive activities by making them compensate financially and he argues, “(...) we 
should not limit ourselves by just receiving 200.000 soles to pay office expenses, while our 
communities live in extreme poverty without any alternative of economic development”59 
(Servindi 2012e). Though he also underlines that AIDESEP and its members always have 
been opposed to any kind of extractive activity in their territory, a thing that “(…) cannot be 
overlooked”60 as he writes (ibid.). Nevertheless, it does not seem to be his biggest preoccupa-
tion; rather the statement makes clear that even though he is actually supporting the new pri-
ority of AIDESEP (to get money from companies), he notices that it is a turn from the fa-
miliar behaviour of AIDESEP. He presents the position that with the new conditions (which 
are described as the inevitable role of market economy for indigenous communities) the in-
                                                
57 ’Relacionista publica’ refers to ’a person doing public relations’, expressed in a slightly negative tone 
58 ”Desarollo económico con identidad: El pueblo indígena en la nueva era” 
59 ”Y no limitarnos a recibir 200 mil sóles para gastos de oficina mientres nuestros pueblos están en la extrema 
pobreza sin ninguna alternativa de desarollo económico” 
60 ”lo que no podemos dejar pasar por alto” 
 54 
digenous organisations have to adjust to these new realities (ibid.). According to Hidalgo, the 
new strategy of AIDESEP (to include collaboration with oil companies and being real in-
digenous representatives) is not only necessary it is logical and imaginable as a strategy for 
the future.  
 
The “Crisis-of-principles” Rhetoric  
The Peruvian anthropologist Alberto Chirif published an article on Servindi.org, with the title 
“AIDESEP, a crisis of principles”61 (Servindi 2012c) in which he criticises AIDESEP of 
working against their own principles about protecting the human rights of the indigenous 
peoples. Though, he begins his article by mentioning a wide range of accomplishments that 
AIDESEP has made, during its 30 years of existence, including the consolidation of the right 
of the indigenous peoples to their territory and the shift in attitude of indigenous peoples from 
being ashamed to being proud of their identity. But then he continues by criticising the ‘new’ 
AIDESEP. One of his critiques is the way AIDESEP has kept the agreement a secret to their 
member organisations. Thus, he agrees with the president of the organisation FENAMAD that 
AIDESEP has made the same mistake as the state is accused for: not consulting the indigen-
ous communities on issues that are of their business (Servindi 2012b). Another regional or-
ganisation of AIDESEP, CORPI-SL (Regional Coordinator of the indigenous peoples of San 
Lorenzo62) has written a similar statement on behalf of 11 local federations also harshly 
criticizing the AIDESEP board for signing the contract. They take their critique a step further, 
by stating that they pull back their confidence of the current Board of AIDESEP, whom they 
believe has signed an agreement that is against the principles of not only AIDESEP itself, but 
also the international conventions. Moreover they demand to have an extraordinary General 
Assembly to discuss the future of AIDESEP, and find new leaders. They directly call to the 
international and national NGOs to be extra careful not to take part in any kind of activity that 
can weaken the indigenous peoples, such as financing a manipulation of important informa-
tion about the agreement. They also state that they want to mobilize the rest of the member 
organisations of AIDESEP to oppose the agreement. Throughout the document they base their 
critique on the statement that the agreement with PetroBras is against the AIDESEP tradition, 
not only because it is legitimising the existence of an oil company, but also because they did 
not publish the agreement until October, three months after it was signed. It was written from 
                                                
61 ”Aidesep, una crisis de principios” 
62 Coordinadora Regional de los Pueblos Indigenas de San Lorenzo 
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the premise that the AIDESEP board is itself well aware of the fact that they have done some-
thing that is contradictory with their own principles, “The reason for not publishing it is due 
to the conscience of having made a commitment that is contradictory to the statutory princi-
ples of AIDESEP”63 (CORPI-SL 2012, Servindi 2012g).  
 
What can be concluded about this position is that the authors (the local organisations of 
AIDESEP) seem to have a very clear idea about what is the traditional and ‘real’ way of rep-
resenting indigenous peoples, and what is not, by any change, indigenous interests.  
 
AIDESEP: “We are still the same”  
As already mentioned, AIDESEP argues that the agreement is a fulfilment of ‘The Plan of a 
Rich Life’ agreed upon at the General Assembly (Servindi 2012c). By this they implicitly 
reject the critique against them about not consulting their members before they signed the 
agreement; they were consulted about the strategy at the General Assembly, and they ap-
proved it. Instead AIDESEP acts reconciliatory by ‘demanding’ “(…) solidarity, horizontality 
and no tutelage”64 (Servindi 2012c) of their members, and they continue to underline that 
they do not want any insults and fraternal critique (ibid.). Furthermore, AIDESEP highlights 
that with the fulfilment of the Plan of a Rich Life they will end the époque where they were 
considered “social assistants” or “extremist voters” (ibid; Pacto de Unidad 2012), and in that 
sense strengthen their existence in society.  
 
A staunch defence of the AIDESEP-PetroBras agreement comes from the former president of 
AIDESEP: Haroldo Salazar. He admits that it was a mistake to try to keep the agreement si-
lenced, but that does not change his positive attitude toward AIDESEP and their deal with the 
oil company; as he expresses “(…) to talk about AIDESEP is to talk about a true democ-
racy”65, and later “The organisation of AIDESEP is big, strong and solidary”66 (Servindi 
2012d). He believes that the problem is because of the neoliberal system, it is not a coinciden-
tal problematic that suddenly has come to the institution. To solve the problem he proposes to 
fulfil the agreed ‘Plan of a Rich Life’, and in that way reach “(…) an integrated development 
                                                
63 ”su razón de no publicacion (…) es por la consciencia de haber asumido un compromiso contradictorio a los 
principios estatutarios de AIDESEP” 
64 ”Demandamos splidaridad y horizontalidad, y no tutelaje” 
65 ”hablar de AIDESEP as hablar de la verdadera democracia” 
66 ”La organizacion de AIDESEP as grande, fuerte y solidaria” 
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with a mixture without loosing the vision of the identity”67 (ibid.). Identity is, he claims, simi-
lar to AIDESEP: “AIDESEP is culture, it is identity, it is intercultural, pluricultural and 
pluriethnic, this is AIDESEP”68 (ibid.). This shows that AIDESEP reproduce meaning by their 
practices of legitimising their political negotiation. Salazar statement follows the official 
statement of AIDESEP, as we presented above. AIDESEP argues that they will never change 
their pureness: “Not any contract nor money, but neither the politicians, are going to change 
AIDESEP’s 32 years of fight”69 (Servindi 2012c). So according to this position, the agree-
ment with PetroBras does not present anything brand new or fundamentally changing. They 
claim that they are still, “(…) subjects (...) with the heart placed in our territories and identi-
ties”70 (ibid.).  
 
On the basis of the above presented positions it can be said that the founding principles of the 
organisations are considered to be ‘the pure’ indigenous interests, when the organisations 
move away from the statutes, they are (by some) considered to be traitors to indigenous inter-
est. Thus the negotiation of indigenous interests opens up for a negotiation of associated 
meanings of indigeneity. What is equally interesting is that the representations of indigenous 
are in itself practices of creating images of indigeneity. The new strategy of AIDESEP makes 
the boundaries of what is considered as the correct way of representing indigenous peoples 
more visible, and shows the different positions in the contested field. By this we do not state 
that CONAP, having made that kind of deals with oil companies before, are not ‘real indigen-
ous’. Rather the different positions are all contributing in the production of creating meanings 
of indigeneity. When including these viewpoints, the question of the making of indigenous 
representation becomes more complex.  
 
Part Conclusion: Representation as a Practice of Indigeneity 
In this chapter we have presented the two national indigenous organisations of Peru: CONAP 
and AIDESEP. We put had special focus on the latter organisation as they recently changed 
strategy and have changed their rhetoric from their traditional position as against all state and 
corporative activities towards a more co-operative one. Albeit AIDESEP still represents itself 
                                                
67 ”desarrollo integral con la mixtura sin perder la visión de la identidad” 
68 ”AIDESEP es cultura, es identidad, es intercultural, pluricultural y plurietnico, esto es la AIDESEP” 
69 ”Ningún convenio ni dinero, pero tampoco los politiqueros, van a cambiar 21 años de lucha de AIDESEP” 
70 ”Somos sujetos (…) con el corazón metido en nuestros territorios e identidades” 
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with the same rhetoric of being opponents to state practices and corporative activities. We 
showed that AIDESEP positions itself as different from CONAP, which argues that the oil 
developments in the region cannot be avoided and therefore it is better to negotiate and dia-
logue with the state. We have presented some episodes that illustrate these two different posi-
tions. Most of the positions utilise ‘the state’ as way to legitimise their indigenous’ ‘pure-
ness’. This is done by referring to the international legal framework and past grievances of 
conflicts with the state and corporations. The process of the ‘Law of Prior Consultation’ 
showed how the two camps articulated their differences; the multicultural sector (with 
CONAP) signed the Promulgation of the Law, and ‘The Pact of Unity’ (with AIDESEP) left 
the process of dialogue because they could not accept the premise for the law. The following 
debate was interesting as ‘The Pact of Unity’ used this occasion to claim their status as the 
‘real’ representatives of indigenous interests and the ‘multicultural sector’ as illegitimate. The 
political practices are thus not only ways of representing interests but also ways of negotiating 
indigeneity.  
 
We have showed how the organisations have interacted with the international community to 
articulate their interest. We focused on how the international discourses of indigenous rights 
and environmentalism have been ‘political fortunes’ of the development of the indigenous 
organisations in Peru. Thus analysing the political arena in Peru should include the interna-
tional scale. To dig deeper into the current situation and strategy of AIDESEP we studied 
‘The Plan of a Rich Life’, which they claim to be the legitimate fundament of their agreement 
with PetroBras. The plan is presented as a necessary, independent, and heroic step toward 
becoming an organisation that is considered an active partner in society. Furthermore, the 
Plan is articulated as the answer to the indigenous problems. The pact with PetroBras can cer-
tainly be said to make the negotiation of what indigeneity means more visible. The arguments 
from the various positions build on perceptions of what is ‘correct’ representation of indigen-
ous interests. 
  
We will in the following open up for a broader discussion of what our three analytical chap-
ters can say in general about representation of interests and the creation of indigenous boun-
daries. 
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Chapter V: Discussion 
We will in the following focus on the representation of indigenous interests in relation to the 
concept in general and the negotiations of what it means in the Peruvian context. This will be 
done by broadening out some more overall perspectives on dynamics and challenges of repre-
senting a multiethnic collective group. Firstly we will discuss the creation of ethnic boundar-
ies in the light of the Peruvian political negotiation of indigenous interests. In continuation 
hereof we will discuss what the discourses of the international community means in relation 
to the meaning-making practices that constantly modify the images of the indigenous peoples. 
Secondly, we will take up the issue of distance between the representatives and the people 
whom they represent and what this means for the experienced authenticity and representa-
tivity. Lastly, we will give perspectives to how this could be studied further on the ground. 
We will do so by discussing representation in relation to cultural essentialism and which un-
foreseen affects essentialist understandings of culture can have on the everyday life of the 
indigenous individuals. 
 
Creating Boundaries through Representation 
The making of representation, as well as the negotiation of indigenous interests, is a dynamic 
and constant process. The representation of interests is, as we have shown, practices that pro-
duce meanings of indigeneity, which becomes more visible in some occasions. As we have 
seen, the debate about the AIDESEP-PetroBras agreement facilitated an opening of a more 
visible and high intensive process of negotiation of ‘real’ indigenousness. When the represen-
tatives act out of their expected room of manoeuvre - as i.e. when AIDESEP signs a contro-
versial agreement with an actor that traditionally has been articulated as the enemy - the 
boundaries of what is entailed in indigeneity becomes more visible. The question whether this 
results in a fundamental change of the concept cannot be concluded in this study, first of all 
because the agreement was signed very recently and we can thus not see any permanent effect 
yet. Secondly, because we would need to analyse how these images are internalised by the 
indigenous individuals as well. Our focus has been on the representation of indigenous inter-
ests in a contested arena, and how this arena creates a space in which the meanings of indige-
neity are negotiated.  
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The political arena is formed in overlapping intersections of international and national politi-
cal spaces. This means that the different actors are positioned and position themselves in this 
arena, according to the international norms, discourses and regulations, as well as the national 
ditto. Our analysis showed that the international framework of regulations, rights and conven-
tions plays a dominant role in national Peruvian politics. The indigenous organisations that we 
have studied actively utilised the international framework to represent indigenous interest in 
the first place, and secondly they practiced the indigenous identity as a narrative to articulate 
their opposition to the state and private corporations. Thus, the political arena of indigenous 
politics is created in a conjuncture of international and national inter-relations. The meanings 
associated with indigeneity are therefore constructed in a complex web of power-relations that 
goes well beyond the local community level. By analysing some historical events we have 
unfolded some influential international inter-relations that have contributed to the construc-
tion of the Peruvian political arena. The international legal framework and the established 
definitions of indigenous peoples are not the only influences. Transnational flows of envi-
ronmentalism and land-titling projects have also contributed to the ways in which the images 
of the indigenous peoples have been produced. 
 
As we showed in the last analytical chapter, the positioning is in itself an act of creating 
meanings to the concept indigeneity: when indigenous organisations negotiate political inter-
ests they reproduce the image of indigeneity by articulating what it is, and what it is not ‘real’ 
indigenous interests. The negotiation of the indigenous interests in the Peruvian contexts 
therefore shows that it creates a space in which imagined indigenous collectivity is con-
structed. It is important for us to stress that the (re)making of indigenous representation 
should be viewed as a dialectic process between the contextual conditions, available dis-
courses and political fortunes. They are mutually constitutive, which is also the conclusion of 
Jose Antonio Lucero in his comparative study of the indigenous organisations in Ecuador and 
Bolivia (Lucero 2006). Lucero has studied the making of indigenous representation in Bolivia 
and Ecuador, specifically the Ecuadorian organisation FEINE and the Bolivian CONAMAQ. 
On the basis of his analysis of the two seemingly very different organisations, he concludes, 
“FEINE and CONAMAQ present mirror images of the ways in which indigenous people ne-
gotiate local-global networks and discourses”. Furthermore he states, “(…) how Indians are 
spoken about transnationally shapes who gets to speak for Indians locally” (Lucero 2006: 
 60 
31). In his study he found, similar to our analysis, that the transnational discursive (and ma-
terial, being the institutions, conventions and donations) dynamics are to a large extent form-
ing the perceptions of indigeneity on a local level, through certain ways of representing in-
digenous interests. 
 
The dynamics of representation can be viewed as doubled sided. On one side certain indigen-
ous interest are articulated by the indigenous organisations on the basis of community dynam-
ics and shared narratives of a common history and culture, and on the other side they are arti-
culated rhetorically in certain ways that correspond with the international framework and ‘po-
litical fortunes’71. We have found that the representation of the indigenous peoples, through 
the articulations of the indigenous organisations, portrays them as historical marginalised 
peoples, distinctive from the rest of society and in risk of losing their ancestral lands and cul-
ture, which is inherently attached to their identity. These portrayals are applicable to the rights 
discourses stemming from UN and ILO regulations, and built up as narrative pulling strings 
from the indigenous history of oppression and marginalisation. The analysis further showed 
an example of the powerful position of the international discourse as it makes local significant 
impact although it is articulated distant from the Peruvian political context, both in time and 
space. Meaning that, although the definitions of indigenous peoples were made at interna-
tional level, and manifested in the ILO convention 169 in 1989, the definitions have very sig-
nificant impact on the ways in which indigeneity is negotiated in Peru today. It is important to 
emphasise that we do not aim at judging whether the organisations are making right or false 
representations. Rather, our observation is that these portrayals reconstruct the image of the 
indigenous peoples in relation to certain historical events and that the narratives of indigenous 
identities are utilised to articulate political interests. 
 
The case study did not present a breach with the established way of understanding indigenous 
peoples. Rather, the negotiation of indigenous interests that we have studied seems to create a 
manifestation of the images of what it means to be indigenous, which are in line with the 
international legal framework. We argue that the image of being indigenous that is reproduced 
in the representation processes entails the following characteristics: being something else than 
                                                
71 This approach draws parallels with the approach of Lucero (2006), which he calls ‘double senses’, explained 
as a focus on how representation is formed as ‘speaking about and for a subject’ (ibid.). 
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the state with interests that do not fit with oil-corporations’ activities, being closely attached 
to the ancestral territory and having a shared history of marginalisation and oppression. Our 
analysis does not illustrate that AIDESEP represents a fake ideology or some interests that do 
not exist, in the light of the recent signing of the agreement with PetroBras. What the study 
illustrates is how a controversial act of a grass root organisation can make the negotiation of 
certain ethnic boundaries more visible, and that this negotiation is an act of producing imag-
ined collective identities in itself. 
 
Representation: a Question of Authenticity? 
There is a certain rhetoric concerning the distance between the base, who is articulated as the 
‘real indigenous peoples’ - and the elitist indigenous leaders. However for the indigenous 
peoples to be represented the leaders need to use the international discourses to become le-
gitimate representatives. Thus, the representation is closely linked to the question of authority. 
Lucero (2006) describes how the transnational discursive and material resources are necessary 
in becoming representative indigenous movement actors. He points to his own cases and 
demonstrates that cultural questions about authenticity are tightly intertwined with political 
ones about representation. When turning focus on the emergence of indigenous elites the 
question about authenticity and representativity becomes relevant. This is a point that many 
authors have studied, (see i.e. Brysk 1996; García & Lucero 2004 and Ceuppens & Geschierre 
2006). Brysk writes how the emergence of well-educated international-minded indigenous 
leaders has created cleavages within the indigenous communities. She explains by stating, 
”(...) It is inherently difficult for culturally distinct communities to designate leaders who are 
both representative of the group's values and effective in the wider political arena” (Brysk 
1996: 52). The leaders can thus be said to have obtained a certain degree of ‘political capital’ 
by i.e. having received education in the city, learnt the language of national and international 
politics and in that sense possessed the abilities to enter politics. This is also what Karsten 
Pærregaard describes in his ethnography of the Tapeño people in Peru, where he concludes, 
among other things, that the indigenous elite is formed by the individuals who move to the 
urban areas (Pærregaard 1997). The elite might be rather distanced from their ‘base’ - the 
local indigenous communities they represent. We showed in our analysis a clear example of 
how this is experienced by an indigenous agronomist Victor Juep Bakuants, who criticises 
CONAP of being a closed circle that has cut off its contact with their base (Servindi 2011b).  
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The local communities – the base – articulate the resistance in a different tongue than the in-
digenous elite participating directly in politics (i.e by telling supernatural myths about the 
enemies (Santos-Granero and Barclay 2011). The ‘community tongue’ articulates, as the elit-
ist rhetoric, indigenous interests, what is interesting is the different ways the interests are arti-
culated. The difference between the two modes of articulation creates a certain distance be-
tween the base and the elite, and this distance further produces meanings of ‘pure’ indige-
neity. The point here is that the leaders are often challenged by the local experience of authen-
ticity when they move too much towards international networks. García and Lucero argue that 
the international networks that local indigenous organisations have created, “(…) almost by 
definition, seem more a part of international fora than extensions of local indigenous peoples. 
Further, the creation of an international indigenous elite has often reflected the pathologies 
of criollo politics” (García and Lucero 2004: 171). ‘Criollo politics’ refers to the politics of 
the non-indigenous mixed people that, according to García and Lucero, has connotations to a 
personalistic and ‘boss-like’ style of leadership and policy-making. They argue that the Cre-
ole type of politics creates distance between local communities and the indigenous elite, 
which results in a challenge to the elite’s representativity and their accountability (ibid.). The 
distance does not counterpose the argument of the representation as a space for producing 
meanings of indigeneity, on the contrary the elite/base rhetoric further reproduce the local as 
the ‘real’ indigenous and the elite as the ‘impure’ or less real. Thus authenticity is not simply 
a question of representing correct indigenous interests but also a question of narrating in-
digenous identities, due to the relation between the articulation of interests (exercised by the 
elite) and the reconstruction of the boundaries of indigeneity as a collective identity. In the 
following we will discuss how the international definitions of indigenous peoples have also 
played part in this construction and more specifically how this contribution have resulted in 
some unintended effects. 
 
Further Perspectives: Culture & Essentialism 
We argue, in line with other scholars, that to exercise legitimate representation of indigenous 
peoples, the organisations have to articulate their interests in certain ways, and dress and 
speak in certain ways (see i.e. Laura R. Graham, in Warren & Jackson 2002; Jose Antonio 
Lucero 2006 or Garcia 2005). Warren and Jackson call this a “(…) strategic essentialism of 
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indigenous leaders who are busy creating the possibility of unification across historical 
cleavages and linguistic, cultural, and economic differences” (Warren & Jackson 2002: 8). 
An example of how the essentialist perception of culture is prevalent and powerful is in the 
way the CONAP president expresses his preoccupation with the growing globalization. In an 
interview he states that one of the challenges of globalization is that the young indigenous 
people do not valorise their cultural identity such as the language, habits and the art anymore 
(Barbarán 2011). We argue that, to gain recognition in the contested political arena it is ne-
cessary for the indigenous leaders to reproduce certain images of ‘being indigenous’, that are 
in line with the wordings of i.e. the ILO convention and the definitions from the international 
framework. On the basis of our analysis, we have found that the indigenous peoples’ conflicts 
with the state and the private companies have been deployed as rhetorical devices by indigen-
ous organisations. Thus, they use the available language, provided by the transnational level, 
as a tool in a local fight. This relates to Warren & Jackson’s observation: 
“It is not uncommon to see indigenous groups forging their sense of identity around the orga-
nizing idea of a coherent and bounded common culture. In many countries, indigenous com-
munities must legally establish their legitimacy through the rhetoric of cultural continuity in 
order to gain official recognition, protection, and access to resources including their lands” 
(Warren & Jackson 2002: 8). 
Thus, the ways in which these organisations utilises indigenous identities as narratives in poli-
tics is based on essentialist definitions of what it means to be indigenous. An essentialist ap-
proach sees culture and identity as being static phenomena that can be kept or lost. It can 
unify people, as we have presented above, though it can also eventually result in a narrowing 
of the perception of what is indigenous. The concept’s implicit mechanisms of inclu-
sion/exclusion may have problematic consequences, as we will now turn to. 
 
Alejandro Parallada presents an issue that relates to this problematic. In the interview, he told 
us ”(...) the young people may not find it very attracting to stay in the middle of the jungle, so 
many emigrate” (Parallada 2012). He argues that when young indigenous people move to the 
urban areas it often results in devastating situations, because the young indigenous person are 
not educated, or the one they have is not good enough. This might be one of the reasons why, 
as Alejandro told us, there is a growing problem with suicide among the youth in indigenous 
 64 
communities throughout Peru, Brazil and Columbia72 (ibid.). Whether this is a result of a too 
narrow definition of indigenous identity, so that it becomes difficult for the youth to identify 
themselves with it or whether it tells more about the structural conditions surrounding the 
indigenous peoples, is hard to tell. It might be a result of many factors. Parallada pointed to 
the fact that the young people are not interested in politics, rather they want to get an educa-
tion, a computer and a job, which there is no space for in the indigenous communities in the 
jungle, according to Parallada (ibid.). On the basis of this it can be argued that parts of the 
new generation might not find the images produced as images in which they can mirror them-
selves. Thus, the project of securing the cultural survival for the future generation creates im-
ages of the indigenous peoples, which arguably are too stagnant, and does not fit with the ex-
periences of a part of the new generation, who are placed in different realities than those of 
their ancestors. We have not studied these ‘other’ realities as such, but our investigation in-
deed opens up for an examination of how the indigenous youth relates to these discourses, 
how they internalise them, and to what extent they subjugate their identities according to 
these established definitions.  
 
                                                
72 Alejandro Parallada gave us a book called: ”Suicidio adolescente en publos indígas – tres estudios de caso”, 
which is published by IWGIA in 2012. It is an investigation about suicide among the youth in indigenous com-
minitues by drawing on casestudies in Peru, Brazil and Columbia. 
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Chapter VI: Conclusion 
In this study we have analysed how the evolving meanings and practices that are associated 
with indigeneity are negotiated and deployed in the representation of indigenous peoples in 
Peru. Through problematising activities, knowledge productions and different NGO projects 
the indigenous peoples were objectified and on the basis of that, an international legal frame-
work for indigenous peoples has been established. These processes have constructed certain 
images of who the indigenous are, which has been institutionalised in various formal docu-
ments and come to be the established way for self-identification as being indigenous.  
 
We analysed the process of representing indigenous interests, and found that this field creates 
a space where the boundaries of indigeneity was visible and negotiated. Discourses and refer-
ences to indigenous rights, as provided by ILO and UN, were deployed to legitimise the 
authenticity of the organisations. This is done in addition to the political fortunes of the inter-
national framework. Certain narratives from the Peruvian context and history were utilised in 
the contest over being the real representative of indigenous interests. We found that this was 
done by articulating past and present grievances and assaults by the state and private com-
panies. These articulations create the image of the indigenous peoples to be distinct from the 
rest of society, have close ties with their ancestral territories and have experienced a long his-
tory of oppression and marginalisation. It is not coincidental that the image of indigenous 
identity is reproduced in line with the definitions according to ILO and the UN. Rather, to 
enter the political arena the representatives of the indigenous interests have to deploy a lan-
guage that fits with the international legal framework. Thus the framework itself has a regu-
lating effect on the ways in which indigeneity can be imagined. This is not to say that there is 
a causal relation between international discourses and local subjectification. However the 
international framework provides a frame of reference by which the indigenous individual 
comes to understand him/herself, although the ways in which the indigenous identities are 
constructed are made up by a multitude of other inter-relations. Our point is that the interna-
tional framework has made it possible to enframe indigeneity in politics. On this basis, inter-
national actors have contributed to the production of what it means to be indigenous in Peru. 
Thus, the international scale is an intrinsic part of the making of indigenous politics.  
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This become more contextually visible when analysing the different events in Peru that have 
shaped the way the indigenous interests are articulated. We illustrated examples that show the 
transnational flow between the indigenous peoples and the international actors that have 
helped the indigenous peoples to politicise their struggles. We did so by showing the alliances 
between international environmental interest organisations and indigenous peoples’ move-
ments, as well as IWGIA’s engagement in land-titling projects. We have also pointed to sev-
eral local alliances of indigenous organisations and peasants’ organisations, which have ac-
commodated for the indigenous peoples’ struggle to claim their rights.  
 
Furthermore we have shown how the indigenous organisation AIDESEP positions itself as 
opponent to the state and the private companies. The traditional opposition to the state is why 
the recent agreement with PetroBras is considered to be highly controversial. The shift has 
been condemned by different voices due to that it collides with their ‘normal’ strategy: to be 
definitively against all kinds of extractive activities in the Amazon. AIDESEP though claims 
that the agreement is in direct continuity with the future plan for the organisation, which was 
agreed upon by the people whom they represent at the General Assembly. The controversial 
act of AIDESEP opened up the debate about whether this was correct or not, which made the 
negotiation of indigeneity visible. As we are finishing our study the debate is still going on, 
thus we cannot tell which consequences it can cause. Though we have portrayed that ‘to be 
indigenous’ becomes most visible where binaries are expressed and boundaries are drawn. 
AIDESEP still claim to be in opposition to the activities of the state, private extractive com-
panies as well as undemocratic organisations practices, such as distance to the ‘base’ and con-
cealment of important issues (in this case: the agreement with PetroBras). Thus, the negotia-
tion of indigeneity has not changed the established way of imagining indigenous peoples, ra-
ther the debate has reproduced and manifested the indigenous as being distinctively culturally 
different, marginalised from decision-making and in close connection to ancestral territories. 
‘Real’ indigenous culture is thus articulated when it is in contrast to other cultures and prac-
tises, and it is at these boundaries that they become collectively imagined and socially effec-
tive.  
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